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I can’t say that I do teach [the Feminist Movement]…I tend to focus on things that I find 
most interesting.  









































In just the last few years, issues that dominated the thoughts and efforts of feminists in 
the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s have resurfaced in public consciousness. The Equal Rights 
Amendment has the possibility to become ratified after decades of stagnation. Republicans are 
pushing to overturn the landmark 1973 Roe v. Wade case that assured women’s right to abortion. 
The prominence of women in politics is rising, as demonstrated by women such as 2016 
Presidential nominee Hillary Clinton, and well-known senators like Elizabeth Warren and Amy 
Klobuchar. Cases of sexual assault and domestic violence are emerging against well-known men 
in media, politics, and sports as women begin to speak out about their abusers. Problems brought 
to the public’s attention by feminism in the latter half of the 20th century remain pertinent today. 
If these aforementioned national issues are any evidence, Americans still live with the lingering 
legacy of the women’s rights campaign. For that reason, studying the Feminist Movement of the 
1960s and 1970s is more urgent than ever.  
 As with many historical events, substantial information about the Feminist Movement is 
transmitted to the public through secondary education. My research focuses on the instruction 
provided about the Feminist Movement in 11th grade high school U.S. History classrooms across 
the country. I conduct a primary source analysis of grade level standards pertaining to the 
Feminist Movement in each state, as well as of seven widely used textbooks employed in the 
teaching of this material. These textbooks were chosen based on similar previous studies and 
current U.S. History instructors’ preferences. They include: United States History: 
Reconstruction to the Present, Holt American Nation, American History: Connecting with the 
Past, America: Pathways to the Present, The American Pageant, The American Vision, and The 
Americans. I analyze the most recent versions of each textbook available. While it is not feasible 
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to assess the direct impact of teachers and their instruction methods in individual classrooms 
with any statistical significance, standards and textbooks as documents of government-
sanctioned knowledge still often dictate lesson plans and teaching practices. Standards and 
textbooks offer top-down guidance to teachers for what material to teach and what content-
mastery benchmarks to strive for, and are therefore the appropriate place to start a study of the 
teaching of history. 
 The goal of this primary source analysis is to uncover inaccuracies and omissions in the 
narratives presented by textbooks and standards on the Feminist Movement. In doing so, I hope 
to reveal what a holistic representation of the time period, the issues wrestled with, and the 
figures involved would look like. By completing a close reading of standards and textbooks, 
paying attention to word choice, the organization of information, and associated images, I assess 
whether the content aligns with current historiography. My research addresses questions such as: 
Is information accurate? What groups are not represented? What events and key words are 
mentioned or ignored? What aspects of the Feminist Movement are missing? Of the information 
provided in textbooks and standards, what are the prominent trends and themes? 
 My content analysis of standards and textbooks is aided by secondary research on the 
Feminist Movement itself, the history of education standards and related controversies in the 
U.S., and the politics of textbook authorship and adoption. I argue that the Feminist Movement is 
discussed in standards and textbooks in a way that either largely supports an institutional 
approach to history – one that focuses on government, the impact of laws – or conversely, a 
social approach to history. I show that standards fail to allot the proper space to women 
participants in the movement, and that the study of the Feminist Movement is often optional – or 
not included in standards at all. Similarly, textbooks chapters on the feminist period fall short in 
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describing the true character of the campaign in terms of its catalysts, the breadth of women 
involved, the strategies employed by women, and the range of issues for which they fought. I 
demonstrate that all of these weaknesses are connected to larger political tensions about the 
knowledge that is deemed official by government-recognized documents such as standards and 
textbooks. The information offered to students via these instructional materials is not objectively 
wrong, but presents a picture of the Feminist Movement that is skewed so as to avoid 
controversial material and the true nature of the 1960s-1980s.  
 My argument begins with a survey of the prominent frameworks of American history of 
the last century. By tracing the evolution of historical frameworks, I demonstrate that feminist 
historiography arose out of a unique and timely moment in the field of history. I then detail the 
historiography of the Feminist Movement, so as to establish a baseline of knowledge before 
progressing into a more in-depth analysis of how standards and textbooks fail to reflect some of 
this popular scholarship. Drawing on historians such as Alice Kessler-Harris, Sara Evans, and 
Winifred Breines in this section, I present a chronology of the historiography on the Feminist 
Movement. I begin within the movement itself and progress to the current day, highlighting 
major trends over time. Among the many scholars I reference in this section, these three 
historians were chosen because they write synthetic studies of the time period, with focuses on 
economics, social history, and race, respectively. They are also widely recognized as long-
standing leaders in the landscape of feminist historiography. Additionally, I reveal conflicts that 
exist between some historians’ accounts of the Feminist Movement.  
 Next, applying this historiography to the field of education, I detail the many 
controversies that have unfolded over history standards and curriculum since the 1990s. By 
situating the specific standards that I study within a larger conversation about standards debates 
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over time, I prove the significance that standards hold in the minds of government officials, 
teachers, parents, and students across the country. With this context in mind, I transition into an 
analysis and categorization of each state’s discussion of the Feminist Movement in their U.S. 
History standards. Beginning with an investigation of standards is necessary, as textbooks often 
model their chapters’ content after what is prescribed in the standards. This is especially true of 
standards from Texas, California, and Florida – states that command influence in the textbook-
publishing industry. 
Given this relationship between textbooks and standards, I then outline the history of the 
textbook adoption process, and its political implications today. It is imperative to understand 
whose interests and voices are taken into account in the textbook writing process, and how 
textbooks are disseminated across the country, before diving deeply into the material itself. Then, 
I examine trends that link the textbooks’ treatment of the Feminist Movement together, noting 
individualities that distinguish certain textbooks. In a close reading of the textbooks, I hone in on 
the purpose behind the language: how the construction of sentences, paragraphs, and sections 
works to reinforce certain themes and people, and downplay others.  
Because textbooks are frequently updated and published in multiple editions, an 
examination of how textbooks’ depictions of the Feminist Movement have changed over time is 
crucial. Using The American Pageant as a case study, I analyze a series of editions of this text to 
assess the ways in which the section on the women’s rights movement has transformed over the 
last two decades. In doing so, I assess whether the textbook authors appropriately modified 
content in accordance with the available and accepted historiography.  
 This research addresses an active and ongoing national conversation about the subject of 
women in secondary education instructional materials, specifically regarding the discipline of 
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Social Studies. For example, in 2017, the National Women’s History Museum (NWHM) 
published a study entitled “Where are the Women?: A Report on the Status of Women in the 
United States Social Studies Standards,” which examined the most highly-studied women in 
history as delineated by the standards in each state at every grade level. Among other findings, 
the researchers concluded that standards “do not collectively address the breadth and depth of 
women’s history,” but instead cherry-pick topics and groups to discuss.1 Perhaps most relevant 
to my research, the NWHM concluded that women’s representation in standards does not mirror 
contemporary historiography. State standards are constantly under scrutiny by educational and 
research organizations across the country; my research adopts these strategies with a critical 
focus specifically on the Feminist Movement of the 1960s-1980s.  
Historians such as Mary Frederickson have conducted studies about the presentation of 
gender in widely distributed U.S. History textbooks — specifically, her piece “Surveying 
Gender: Another Look at the Way We Teach United States History.” She argues that textbooks 
take an “add women and stir” approach to gender in the curriculum, in which descriptions of 
women are “limited, if not marginal.”2 While the number of references to women in textbooks 
have increased throughout the last 25 years, their representation in terms of charts, chapter titles, 
and subtitles is still minimal. Book series such as The New Politics of the Textbook, edited by 
Heather Hickman and Brad Portfilio, produce similar analyses of textbooks; textbooks have been 
criticized in terms of representation of varying identities, their impact on teachers, and their 
guiding ideologies.  
 
1 National Women’s History Museum, “Where are the Women?: A Report on the Status of Women in the United 
States Social Studies Standards” (2017), https://www.womenshistory.org/social-studies-standards, 6. 
2 Mary Frederickson, “Surveying Gender: Another Look at the Way We Teach United States History,” The History 
Teacher 37, no. 4 (2004): 478.  
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The subject of textbooks has attracted the attention of non-academics as well. The New 
York Times recently published a study exposing the ways in which state editions of 8th and 11th 
grade U.S. history textbooks – California and Texas in particular – are influenced by partisan 
politics and ideologies.3 While the Texas and California versions of the textbooks handle 
discussions of immigration and the economy similarly, they diverge in how they address gender, 
sexuality, and race in a variety of passages. With this in mind, it is clear my research contributes 
to a growing dialogue about the presentation of women in educational spaces and documents, 
and the reliability, biases, and virtue of those documents in a more general sense.  
However, my research differentiates itself by taking a more targeted approach to the 
question of how women’s role in instructional materials shapes the teaching of U.S. History in 
high schools. While most of the aforementioned studies’ highest level of specificity is in their 
analysis of a singular grade level or a particular academic discipline, my research goes deeper by 
honing in on a fixed time period for a singular course: the Feminist Movement, roughly 1960-
1990, for 11th grade U.S. History. This precision leads to heightened awareness of how our 
national understanding of a particular historical moment and the people involved is impacted by 
the genre of textbooks and standards. This strategy avoids the generalizations and lack of detail 
inherent in studies that tackle all the content for a year-long class, or a minority’s representation 
in every chapter of a textbook. Likewise, no prior researchers have combined an analysis of 
standards and textbooks in the same study; by doing so, I display how the content of standards 
and that of textbooks interact with one another on both an institutional and individual classroom 
level.  
 
3 Dana Goldstein, “Two States. Eight Textbooks. Two American Stories,” The New York Times, January 12, 2020, 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/01/12/us/texas-vs-california-history-textbooks.html.  
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 The goal of this research is to provide readers with an understanding of the current 
defects and deficits in U.S. History education pertaining to the Feminist Movement, and to 
emphasize to those that have a say — standards revisers, textbook authors and publishers, state 
departments of education, involved parents, teachers, and community members — that there is 
still work left to be done. My research concludes with an original proposal of new and updated 
standards and textbook material on the Feminist Movement, based on the research I conducted. It 
is my hope that this element of my research serves as a model, or inspiration, for those in the 
midst of relevant standards revision and textbook adoption cycles. Only through the kind of close 
analysis of standards and textbooks presented here can we arrive at answers to this pressing 
question: Why should 16- and 17-year-old high school students know this story? 
Organizing Theories of American History 
Throughout the 20th and 21st centuries, historians have relied on a variety of historical 
frameworks to explain the past – each with a different set of goals, methods, and results. Based 
on these guiding principles, certain events, themes, conflicts, and actors – for example, women – 
have been either emphasized or downplayed. Shifting and changing over time, these methods of 
interpretation have impacted the way in which American children receive historical knowledge 
in schools. Textbook authors and standards writers alike rely on the accepted historiography of 
the day to craft their instructional materials; therefore, historians’ interpretations are often 
reflected in elementary and secondary classrooms in America. In this way, these organizing 
theories of American history speak to the pedagogy that 11th grade U.S. History students receive. 
Tracing the chronology of these historical models allows us to understand the curriculum 
controversies and discrepancies that exist today in America, and sets the stage for the time in 
which historiographies of feminism emerged.  
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The first two decades of the 20th century witnessed a grand emphasis on history, as 
masses of new students entered America’s classrooms. Amidst the urbanization and  
industrialization of the Progressive Era, with families re-locating to cities from the countryside 
and less young people working, more American youth had the opportunity to enroll in public 
education than ever before.4 Many of these new students were immigrants, products of earlier 
mass movements of Southern and Eastern Europeans to the United States. Given such diversity, 
there was a growing collective ideal “that the study of history, especially the American past, was 
one way to help assimilate the influx of newcomers,” in the words of historian Gary Nash.5 By 
teaching students – both immigrants and otherwise – the story of America’s past, the education 
system attempted to cultivate a national consciousness. The group of historians that took on the 
task of curating such a history were referred to as “New Historians,” and their approach was 
rooted in critical analysis. In lieu of memory work and fact regurgitation, these historians valued 
a process of inquiry that included gathering and evaluating evidence from primary sources, 
making generalizations, drawing logical conclusions, and applying the past to the present day.6 
In addition to this historical study that was grounded in “critical thinking,” they affected the 
historian profession as a whole by founding national organizations and journals, impacting local 
historical societies, and establishing history doctoral programs at universities.7 
Despite the Progressive era historians’ best attempts, their pedagogical strategy was 
thwarted in schools by the increasingly popular post-WW1 concept of social efficiency. As 
superintendents, principals, and other school officials led a crusade for “accountability, cost-
 
4 Gary B. Nash, Charlotte Crabtree, and Ross E. Dunn, History on Trial: Culture Wars and the Teaching of the Past 
(New York: Vintage Books, 2000), 32. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid., 34.  
7 Ibid., 33.  
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effectiveness, [and] practicality,” in schools, true history gave way to the social sciences.8 
Construed as being more relevant to students’ lives following public education, preparing them 
more aptly for civic responsibilities, the social sciences began to receive favor over history in 
schools. The umbrella term of “Social Studies” emerged as a way to explain this new discipline: 
one that prepared students for how to act as a member of social groups, and how to “work 
diligently, consume intelligently, and vote responsibly” following the conclusion of their 
secondary education.9 This shift not only fracture schools’ relationship with historians and the 
scholarship they produced, but also blurred the lines for teachers as to what the role of history 
should be in their new curriculum.  
The 1930s ushered in a new historical framework that built upon the critical analysis of 
the Progressive era. With most historians agreeing upon the former, a new mindset in the field of 
history emerged: that the objectivity of history was not always guaranteed. Rather than viewing 
history as a fixed set of facts, historians came to embrace the past as fluid, wherein “judgements 
are always tentative, subject to further investigation and evaluation.”10 These 1930s historians 
were open to investigating multiple perspectives on the past, given that historical stories can 
often shift based on the populations studied. While they aimed for historical objectivity as a goal, 
they conceded that achieving it was never truly a possibility. In an attempt to have these ideals 
reflected in instructional materials, historian Harold Rugg wrote textbooks according to these 
historiographical principles. However, on a much larger scale than in the Progressive era, Rugg’s 
texts triggered an “ultranationalist crusade” to permanently remove these books from schools.11 
Deemed by conservative national organizations and journals as treasonous, anti-American, 
 
8 Ibid., 37. 
9 Ibid. 
10 Ibid., 40. 
11 Ibid., 43. 
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subversive, communist, and anti-patriotic for their mild criticisms of America, Rugg’s textbooks 
faced extreme backlash.12 Along with his textbooks, Rugg’s fellow 1930s historians who 
emphasized history as interpretive, ever-changing, and unavoidably subjective were also targeted 
for similar reasons.  
In the two decades following WWII, amidst heightened concerns about the threat of 
communism, a new, more moderate historical framework dominated historians’ work. Known 
now by many names – consensus history, counterprogressive history, the liberal consensus – this 
intellectual framework stressed a grand narrative of American unity, while simultaneously 
downplaying conflict.13 Inherent in this historiographical school was the argument that America 
was of exceptional nature, in that its history as a country was starkly different than others; it 
followed separate patterns entirely. For example, consensus historians pointed out the lack of 
socialism and socialist revolution in the U.S. This resulted in a general belief that rather than 
being driven by class conflict, U.S. history operated within a consensus about private property 
rights and individual social mobility.  
Likewise, these consensus historians “disparage[d]…the role of conflict as central” in the 
course of American history. 14 Instead, they favored those themes, ideals, events, and people that 
were less contentious and controversial and most likely to produce public agreement – for 
example, the patriotism of the American Revolution and its revered leaders.15 Needless to say, 
under this methodology, historians rarely explored the influence of race and gender on historical 
change in their scholarship – for that would challenge consensus and pose questions that could 
 
12 Ibid., 45.  
13 Leo P Ribuffo, “What is Still Living In ‘Consensus’ History and Pluralist Social Theory,” American Studies 
International 38, no. 1 (2000): 50. 
14 Nash, Crabtree, and Dunn, History on Trial, 56.  
15 Ibid., 57. 
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not be answered within their framework. For historians to root themselves in such a principle 
may be reflective of the Cold War era during which they wrote, a time when American 
patriotism surged and many viewed unity as an antidote to looming communism. History was 
another discipline in which the “premier axiom of the era, that a self-consciously moderate 
center was vital and valid,” took root.16 Many historians, textbook authors, educators, and 
citizens agreed with the liberal consensus school’s belief that history could provide the civic 
function of uniting Americans, not dividing them further.  
As it often does, the lens through which historians approached the past changed once 
again when the social movements of the 1960s reached their peaks. Conflict – no longer 
consensus – took center stage in America. Broad-based, grassroots movements of African 
Americans, Latinas, students, and women prompted historians to reconsider the role of the 
individual in historical change. Social history overtook consensus history, and historians began 
to focus on individual actors in their own right in the larger picture of history. Social history 
highlighted the experiences and daily lives of ordinary people and focused far less on institutions 
and political leadership. Such a bottom-up approach to history required historians to look much 
more closely at women’s lives, whose actions and activism took place outside of formal politics 
and institutions. While they still acknowledged overarching “currents of change,” the narratives 
and work of common folk – in lieu of traditionally prized heroes, politicians, and revered 
American figures – rose in historical scholarship.17  
Alongside that, partially due to the “national attention to inequality, arising from the civil 
rights and women’s movements,” historians began to take a multicultural approach to their 
 
16 Ribuffo, “What is Still Living,” 43. 
17 Nash, Crabtree, and Dunn, History on Trial, 82. 
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scholarship: one which highlighted the stories of downtrodden groups.18 Women’s history arose 
in popularity during this time period, no doubt in part due to the women’s rights movement itself. 
The Feminist Movement foregrounded conflict, and consensus history could not survive 
women’s questions about social class and inequity that undermined its assumption of unity. 
Although immigrants, workers, women, and members of different racial, ethnic, and religious 
groups began to receive more attention in historiography of the 1960s and 1970s, the idea of 
multiculturalism did not fully take hold in the profession because it was viewed as polarizing by 
conservatives.19 This was a tension that was just beginning, and would reach its peak in the 
culture wars of the late 20th century. 
The 1980s and 1990s witnessed a battle over multiculturalism that seeped into the history 
profession. As historians increasingly focused on underrepresented groups, building on the work 
of the 1960s, public controversy stemmed from what was perceived as a disruption to tried and 
true American history. Multiculturalism, formally defined by historian Gary Nash as “the many 
cultural affiliations that Americans hold and [the] complex fusion of cultural identities and 
attitudes that each of us carries in our mind,” began to mean contrasting things depending on 
who was asked.20 To most historians, a multicultural approach implied unveiling the stories, 
trials, and triumphs of minority groups that had not theretofore been present in America’s 
history. To other scholars, multiculturalism meant unraveling a historical narrative that was once 
“elegant, linear, and unconfusing” by including more diverse subject material.21 Beyond that, 
some found that focusing on singular or specific groups was responsible for “fragmenting 
 
18 Ibid., 65.  
19 Ibid., 78. 
20 Ibid., 77.  
21 Ibid., 100.  
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American history.”22 Since the 1980s, this debate over multiculturalism in historiography has 
extended into education and even into the public realm, with educators, parents, and general 
citizens arguing over what level multiculturalism is necessary in history – and how much is too 
“politically correct.” By Nash’s definition, “political correct history is that which presumably 
gives too much attention to women, minorities, and the laboring masses in comparison with 
traditionally celebrated groups and leaders.”23 As is explored further in a later section, these 
divergences in historical thought finally exploded on a national scale in the mid-1990s over 
proposed National Standards for History curriculum. These same debates still persist today.  
 These historical interpretations, even those that predate the women’s movement, are 
relevant in this research. Debates about history pedagogy have persisted since the 20th century, as 
historians, politicians, and civilians at large continue to disagree about whether learning history 
is about fact memorization, civic indoctrination, or intellectual growth. In examining how 
frequently America’s history teaching practices have shifted over the last 100 years as a result of 
these debates, it is clear that these tensions are unlikely to cease in the near future. Further, the 
norms and trends of the history profession often appear in textbook writing – whether historians 
themselves write the textbooks, or other textbook authors adopt their historiographical 
frameworks. That is what proves historical frameworks and historiography as of the utmost 
importance in any study of educational materials.   
Historiography of the Feminist Movement 
 As alluded to above, the first historiographical accounts of the Feminist period actually 
emerged during the second wave Feminist Movement itself. Liberal consensus history could not 
account for the type of change and social conflict that arose with the campaign for women’s 
 
22 Ibid. 
23 Ibid., 102. 
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rights in the mid 1960s. Because of this, the middle class consensus ideology disintegrated and 
women became the authors of their own history. Just as American women were practicing 
activism – organizing, lobbying, and protesting – these very same women were recording 
accounts of their activism. Astrid Henry, specialist in women, gender, and sexuality studies, 
explains that women “began to understand themselves as part of history, as making history even 
as they were living through their own historical moment.”24  
For this reason, they recorded their actions and conversations religiously, with detailed 
descriptions of protests and the activities of their respective organizations. Groups spanning the 
National Organization for Women to the more radical Redstockings of New York released 
documents, such as manifestos or guiding doctrines. By the early 1970s, women published 
narrative histories and anthologies covering the origins of the Feminist Movement, even as it was 
still in a relatively nascent stage. For example, Robin Morgan released her popular anthology 
Sisterhood is Powerful in 1970, and Ellen Levine published her lengthy chronicle, The Rebirth of 
Feminism, in 1971.25 Women in the 1960s and 1970s had an understanding and a foresight that 
their activism was of historical significance and wrote about their own history simultaneously as 
they experienced it. The historiography of the women’s movement is so rich in part because of 
the detailed accounts directly from the time period – thanks to many women who then “began to 
recognize the necessity of writing the history of their own movement.”26 
 Part of feminists’ understanding that they were living through and were active 
participants in history resulted from their perception of feminism as a social force moving in 
waves. The “wave” metaphor is a popularly used interpretation that posits feminism as ebbing 
 
24 Astrid Henry, Not My Mother’s Sister: Generational Conflict and Third-Wave Feminism (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press), 72. 
25 Ibid., 74. 
26 Ibid., 73. 
 23 
and flowing over time. The first wave is the period between 1848 and 1920, benchmarked by the 
Seneca Falls Convention and the passage of the 19th Amendment. The second wave is the mid-
1960s to the mid 1980s, and the third wave is the resurgence of feminism in the 1990s.27 The 
wave construction emerged from feminists themselves – not historians – and, in the words of 
Astrid Henry, “created a generational structure between the two eras of feminism, classifying 
them as two moments in the same movement.”28 The wave framework allowed women to 
demonstrate that they were partaking in an ongoing, historical project, while at the same time 
asserting their feminist work as innovative and entirely new in its own right.29 While it was 
common for feminists in the 1960s and 1970s to refer to themselves as part of this “second 
wave” – after it was first used to describe the movement in 1968 in a New York Times Magazine 
Article by Marsha Lear – feminists often used the wave metaphor with contrasting goals in mind. 
Some women employed the wave framework in their writing to stress continuity and connection 
with the suffragettes; others utilized the same metaphor to emphasize the progression and 
superiority of the second wave.30 
 Those feminists who sought to highlight similarities between the first and second waves 
often did so in a way that erased black women from the feminist narrative. Second wave 
feminists pictured the two waves as sharing an origin story: both the first wave and the second 
wave arose following, and with great influence from, movements for racial justice – the 
abolitionist movement in the mid-1800s, and the civil rights movement in the 1960s. In this way, 
many second wave feminists conceptualized feminism itself “as a trajectory in which the 
struggle for racial inequality leads to the struggle for gender equality,” a mindset which ignored 
 
27 Ibid., 58. 
28 Ibid., 53. 
29 Ibid., 58. 
30 Ibid., 59-60. 
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the complicated experience of those whose racial and gender identities overlapped: black 
women.31 Likewise, this metaphor also casts black freedom struggles as setting the stage for 
white women’s struggles for equality. An attempt to draw these connections between the past 
and the present caused many white feminists to identify solely with white feminists of the first 
wave, and neglect black women activists of the early 20th century. By overlooking the 
intersections of race and gender in the first wave of feminism, feminists of the second wave 
tended also to do the same with the black feminism of the 1970s. In short, by honing in on the 
story of white women in the first wave, the women’s movement of the latter half of the 20th 
century “defin[ed] itself as a white movement.”32  
Much of the early history of the feminist period – that produced within the height of the 
movement itself – reproduced these biases inherent in the wave metaphor. In addition to the 
manifestos, personal records, and collections mentioned above, many of the early histories of the 
second wave pose sexism as the ultimate contemporary oppression. Penned by white women, 
these narratives downplay the issue of race in attempt to highlight the necessity and urgency of 
fighting the patriarchy. For example, Beverly Jones’ and Judith Brown’s 1968 essay, “Toward a 
Female Liberation Movement,” attempts to directly compare the oppression of African 
Americans and women in the U.S., to suggest that they are of similar caliber. 33 In effect, the 
article trivializes the experience of the former, and once again ignores the lives of those who held 
both identities: black women. This tendency to identify a “common oppression shared by blacks 
and women” eventually escalated to feminist assertations that sexism was the original, and more 
threatening, form of discrimination; Ellen Willis’s essay, “Women and the Left” maintains this 
 
31 Ibid., 76. 
32 Ibid., 79. 
33 Ibid., 78. 
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argument.34 Even authors considered to be quite radical, such as Shulamith Firestone, wrote 
similar accounts. In her famous 1970 text, The Dialectic of Sex, she poses racism as an extension 
of sexism, and argues that society’s problems can only be fixed once the sexes are truly equal.35 
In this way, these accounts replicated the rhetorical and ideological assumptions of the 
mainstream white organizations and activists, women who were partially influenced by their 
conception of feminism’s waves. With full understanding of these implications in mind, I use the 
second wave as a historical framework in this research, because it is a periodization upon which 
many women’s historians and textbook authors alike rely. By highlighting the activism of black 
women and other multi-racial and multi-ethnic feminisms that were active in the women’s 
movement in my analysis, I also help reveal the defects of this wave paradigm. 
 As time following the Feminist Movement accumulated, a new array of voices wrote 
histories that contested the white-washed explanations that preceded them. In the late 1980s and 
early 1990s, many women published pieces about the role of race and ethnicity in the feminist 
movement – with specific attention given to women’s identity groups that were not often 
considered “mainstream” decades prior. Perhaps influenced by the growing discussion of 
intersectionality and the dynamics of overlapping identities in academia at the time, these 
recollections of the Feminist Movement focus on the histories of specific groups of women: 
Chicana women and Asian American women, for example. Two pieces I reference in my 
research are “The Development of Feminist Consciousness among Asian American Women,” by 
Esther Ngan-Ling Chow in 1987, and “The Development of Chicana Feminist Discourse, 1970-
1980,” by Alma M. Garcia in 1989. Just barely removed from the peak of the women’s 
campaign, these authors tell a story about the distinctive strands of feminism developed by their 
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respective ethnic identity groups. They complicate the traditional narrative of feminism that had 
been accepted up to that point – proving that women had vastly different motivations, goals, and 
social and identity factors that promoted or discouraged their entry into feminist activism.  
 The turn of the 21st century brought synthetic accounts of the Feminist Movement – and 
women’s history at large – into the field. Rather than focusing on individual identity groups, as 
seen in the 1980s, these women authors write about a wide range of women activists, tracked 
over a longer period of time. Alice Kessler-Harris, Sara M. Evans, and Rosalind Rosenberg are 
the women historians that I reference in my research who all lived through the feminist period as 
adults and wrote broad-stroke histories about the movement later. Kessler-Harris, Evans, and 
Rosenberg occupy a unique position as historians, having experienced the movement they study 
first-hand. That said, they write not from the first-person perspective of participants, but as 
historians, utilizing the variety of accounts that have accumulated since the 1960s and 1970s to 
tell the story of feminism.  
Each of their large-scale accounts of women’s history and feminism is a told through a 
different lens. The most basic of these is Rosenberg’s book, Divided Lives: American Women in 
the Twentieth Century, originally published in 1992. It is a linear account of women’s 
experiences throughout the entire 20th century – of which feminism is a prominent theme. On the 
other hand, Kessler-Harris’s 2001 book, In Pursuit of Equity: Women, Men, and the Quest for 
Economic-Citizenship in 20th Century America, describes the struggle of women in the 20th 
century to achieve economic equality. As it relates to second wave feminism, she describes the 
President’s Commission on the Status of Women, the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, and the discrepancies in labor opportunity and discrimination between black and 
white women, and poor and wealthy women. Adopting a smaller scope, Sara Evans’ 2001 
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history, Tidal Wave: How Women Changed America at Century’s End, recounts only the story of 
the feminism from the 1960s through the early 2000s. Her narrative history of feminism extends 
the wave metaphor, with chapters entitled “Deep Currents,” “Crest,” and “Undertow.” Evans’ 
history pays particular attention to feminists’ strategies of activism and the many branches of 
women’s liberation – socialist, radical, lesbian – as opposed to a primary focus on mainstream, 
liberal feminism. Evans is one of the few historians to highlight the internal fissures that resulted 
in the second wave’s conclusion, in addition to the external pressure from conservatives.  
In the mid-2000s and 2010s, histories on the second wave emerged that paid 
reinvigorated attention to the experiences of minority women in feminism. Of these, I utilize 
three in my research: Nancy MacLean’s anthology: The American Women’s Movement, 1945-
2000, Annelise Orleck’s narrative history, Rethinking American Women’s Activism, and 
Winifred Breine’s book, The Trouble Between Us: An Uneasy History of White and Black 
Women in the Feminist Movement. MacLean’s anthology of primary sources includes texts 
produced by a wide variety of women: black feminists, Asian Pacific American women, South 
Asian women, laboring women, lesbian women, socialist women and more – a strategic 
collection that attempts to allow space for all feminist voices. While not a primary source 
collection, Orleck’s account does the same; she highlights the multiple forms of activism that 
women with marginalized identities practiced during the Feminist Movement. With a chapter 
dedicated to African American mothers in the welfare rights movement, Native American 
women in the American Indian Rights movement, lesbian feminists in the gay liberation 
movement, and more, Orleck shines new light on the traditional story of feminism. Similarly, 
Breines’ entire book focuses on the story of black feminists from the early 1960s to the end of 
the 1980s – their conflicts with black men, tumultuous relationship with white feminists, and 
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development of a distinct black female consciousness. MacLean, Orleck, and Breines – in both 
length and depth – prove their histories of minority feminists as starkly different than the general 
overviews and syntheses that preceded them. 
 Notably, two of these selections contain new concepts that complicate previously 
accepted ideas from the historians of the early 2000s. For example, Breines exposes the harsh 
reality that white feminism and black feminism existed mostly on parallel lines that never 
converged – and that radical socialist feminists were the only group to make a concerted effort at 
collaborating across racial lines.36 This contradicts Sara Evans’ assertion in her histories that 
“women’s liberation was multiracial from the outset, and race was often at the center of its 
discourse.”37 Likewise, Nancy MacLean’s text, although largely a primary source anthology, 
contains an introduction that offers a new notion of when the second wave actually began. 
Contrary to many women’s historians before her, MacLean suggests that a feminist agenda and 
gender consciousness, the early inklings of the second wave, may have been present in America 
as early as WWII.38 Most historians posit the origins of the movement in the early 1960s. As 
historiography developed, so did conflict and controversy among interpretations of the Feminist 
Movement; the publication of quality synthetic histories allowed for a later group of historians to 
enter the field and identify gaps in the narrative. As information on the time period continues to 
be uncovered, and the field rapidly expands, more stories will be told and more discrepancies in 
historical interpretation will arise.  
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National Standards Controversies: Past and Present 
Many of these discrepancies in the field of historiography eventually seep into the world 
of education as well, manifesting primarily in controversies over curriculum standards. As 
historical scholarship is translated into educational documents, disputes arise over what is 
suitable and necessary for K-12 students to learn – especially concerning controversial material 
about gender, race, ethnicity, religion, and more. Perhaps the grandest and most publicized 
example of such a dispute occurred in 1994, with national tension resulting from the proposal of 
National Standards for History.  
Earlier in 1992, with support from President Bush, Congress, the National Governor’s 
Association, the National Commission for Educational Standards and Testing (NCEST), and 
Congress, it was decided that national standards would be created for K-12 schools for the five 
core subject areas. Part and parcel of President Bush’s “America 2000” plan to improve 
achievement in schools by the turn of the century, this declaration created the National Council 
for History Standards (NCHS) and the National Standards for History project.39 By the time the 
project was finally set up in 1994, Democrat Bill Clinton had replaced Republican Bush as 
President. 
The NCHS was divided into two sectors – one dealing with U.S. History standards and 
the other with World History – each featuring their own set of task forces and focus groups. 
From the outset, the National Standards for History were intended to be voluntary. No schools 
would be forced to adopt them; rather, they were to serve as an optional guide for schools in 
need of structured curriculum. The contributors to the standards were a recruited group of 
teachers, professors, historians, members of relevant professional organizations, and some 
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citizens at large. For example, historian Gary Nash, one of the authors of History on Trial: 
Culture Wars and the Teaching of the Past, was a primary contributor and major figure in the 
development of both the U.S. and World History standards. Historians were initially enthused by 
the opportunity to incorporate new scholarship into education, but some feared “the imposition 
of tradition-bound interpretations of history” given that politicians and government agencies had 
initiated and were funding the National Standards for History.40  
Nonetheless, the NCHS established a standards-writing process that helped ease some 
historians’ and teachers’ initial concerns. The standards were going to extend beyond basic facts 
and memorization practices in order to incorporate processes of critical analysis and 
interpretation. Standards would undergo several rounds of revision before publication, which 
would involve routine public hearings and internal reviews to ensure consistent transparency and 
updates. Criteria were developed that would guide the actual content of the standards, which 
among other things mandated the inclusion of campaigns for social justice and equality.41 Under 
this criterion, the authors were intentional in their inclusion of women and other racial and ethnic 
minorities in the U.S. History standards. Even so, debates over multiculturalism were prevalent 
even prior to the standards’ publication.42  
In the fall of 1994, after teachers, professors, and historians had written and re-written the 
U.S. History standards a multitude of times – receiving positive feedback from a variety of 
involved organizations – the standards were shared with select officials before being released to 
the public. Among these officials was Lynne Cheney, former chair of the National Endowment 
for Humanities (NEH). Cheney had originally supported the idea of the standards as a 
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spokesperson for the NEH before her retirement in 1993, and had affirmed the content in the 
standards in its early stages of revision.43 However, after review of the complete document, she 
published a scathing review of the National Standards for History in The Wall Street Journal, 
entitled “The End of History.” In it, she created a negative caricature of the standards by 
comparing how many minority figures were mentioned in comparison to the number of 
traditional American heroes – deeming the standards too “politically correct.”44 She even 
referenced a section of the National Standards for History pertaining directly to second wave 
feminism, saying, “imagine an outline for the teaching of American History in which…the 
foundings of the Sierra Club and the National Organization for Women are considered 
noteworthy events, but the first gathering of the U.S. Congress is not.”45 
In making this very argument, Cheney fell victim to one of the mistakes that the 
opposition commonly made: confusing the content standards themselves with the teaching 
examples that were extrapolated from them. The teaching examples described how the content 
standards could be used, not all the ways in which they should be used. The National 
Organization for Women was an optional example of how educators could fulfill a content 
standard, never a requirement. Nonetheless, many conservative critics followed Cheney’s call to 
action to prevent the certification of the National Standards for History; to conclude her article, 
she states that the conservatives “will have to go up against an academic establishment that 
revels in…politicized history.”46 Cheney was supported by notable right-wing media figures and 
activists such as Rush Limbaugh and Phyllis Schlafly. Following the appearance of this article in 
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The Wall Street Journal, the debate over the National Standards for History progressed into a 
full-scale “media war.”47  
Discussions about feminism amidst this national controversy were by no means over after 
the dust settled from the Cheney article. John Fonte, a historian and one of Cheney’s associates, 
later claimed that mentioning feminist icons and milestones such as Harriet Tubman and the 
1848 Seneca Falls Convention in the standards was “‘politically correct’ rather than recognition 
of a memorable figure and momentous political convention in American history.”48 Similarly, 
Phyllis Schlafly, among other right-wing commentators, interpreted the standards as a work of 
radical feminist propaganda. The average K-12 educator in charge of authoring the standards 
worked not to support radical leftist ideologies, but rather to authentically represent the nation’s 
diversity in history education.49 Schlafly nonetheless considered it “‘a grievous disservice to 
American schoolchildren, as well as historically false, to view the entire panorama of American 
history as one long conflict about race and gender.’”50 People like Schlafly rallied behind 
Cheney in part because they trusted she had a reliable perspective, given her prior position as the 
chair of the NEH.51 
It was because of this trust that Cheney was able to influence House and Senate decisions 
in her attack against the National Standards for History. Eventually, in early 1995, the Senate 
passed a resolution 99-1 that rejected the National Standards for History produced by the NCHS, 
and prescribed that future standards not use them as a guide or a source. This decision was made 
despite the fact that many senators had not even personally read the standards.52 With this ruling, 
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politicians rejected a set of comprehensive, thorough standards due to partisan qualms over 
multiculturalism and political correctness. In effect, the U.S. government discredited the work of 
a large body of qualified teachers, professors, and historians, demonstrating that Washington 
held the ultimate power to decide what the nation’s schoolchildren should and should not be 
taught.  
Despite the verdict reached by the Senate, the National Standards for History were still 
publicly released in book form, and have been revised and re-published many times since 1995.53 
Though well-received and utilized by a variety of K-12 teachers, these standards did not live up 
to their full educational potential because of destructive public intervention and media coverage. 
The National Standards for History were mis-interpreted as a leftist attempt to mandate 
knowledge, when in reality they were the combined effort of a variety of instructors to teach 
critical analysis and re-analysis of history. Now, standards are left to the jurisdiction of 
individual states, which has increased local freedom over educational materials but not impeded 
conflict. This very national controversy set a precedent of civilian and government interjections 
into educational standards that would recur throughout subsequent decades. 
While the official National Standards for History controversy subsided in the late 1990s, 
dissent and disagreements over history standards by no means have gone away. State standards 
are regularly put up for revision, with cycles dependent on each individual state’s preferred 
process. Therefore, members of the community and the respective boards of education have the 
opportunity to speak out and make influential decisions about the standards’ content. 
 One ideology that has been repeatedly debated in the public eye is the notion of 
American exceptionalism in standards. American exceptionalism at its core is a presentation of 
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history that is centered around the celebration of American achievements and heroes, patriotism, 
and the belief that America is morally honorable. It posits that American history is profoundly 
distinctive – governed by a different set of forces and logic than other nations. Exceptionalism 
was the dominant ideology of historical interpretation at mid-century, and had a scholarly 
predicate in the consensus school of interpretation.54 In contemporary times, American 
exceptionalism and the ideas of the liberal consensus are often criticized as conservative political 
ploys to diminish the stories of various minority populations. However, it’s essential to 
remember that at the time of its popularity, consensus history was very much accepted and in 
fashion in the world of academia amongst those identified with liberalism. Today, though, 
insisting on exceptionalism often appears very outdated – and relying on such a conventional 
application of ideology proves contentious.  
Just as this pedagogical strategy triggered heated discussion decades before in the 
National History Standards Debates, so it did again in 2015 when a large national debate about 
Advanced Placement U.S. History standards surged in the media. An optional class that high 
school students can opt into for college credit, AP U.S. History (often colloquially referred to as 
“APUSH”) is an alternative to the standard 11th grade U.S. History class in high school. In 
comparison with general U.S. History, APUSH’s curriculum often covers more material, is more 
dense, and is geared towards preparing students for a cumulative examination at the conclusion 
of the school year that potentially produces college credit. When College Board, the organization 
that handles the AP examinations, altered the national APUSH curriculum in 2014 to be rooted 
in “critical analysis of America’s founding narrative,” national dissent erupted.55 What was 
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intended to be a curriculum that encourages students to question and potentially challenge 
American exceptionalism was interpreted by conservatives as “rewriting American history” and 
teaching “‘America as a nation of oppressors and exploiters.’”56 
 While many southern states across the country voiced their displeasure with the change in 
the APUSH curriculum, a Republican Representative from Oklahoma took concrete action. Dan 
Fisher sponsored a bill in the Oklahoma State House of Representatives that would “defund the 
current AP U.S. History course framework and replace it with a curriculum deemed more pro-
American” — even though it is already an optional course.57 The debate on the Oklahoma House 
floor mirrored many others about history curriculum: tension between teaching critical analysis 
versus American exceptionalism, with proponents of the former falling along Democratic party 
lines, and the latter identifying as conservative or Republican.  
While the content of this particular APUSH controversy does not directly relate to the 
teaching of the Feminist Movement, it is nonetheless important in that it demonstrates that 
deliberations about history curricula are recurring, often national in scale, and partisan. This 
conflict over an optional course represents the extent to which legislators, teachers, parents, and 
curriculum authors feel personally invested in the ways in which the subject of U.S. History is 
transmitted to students. Likewise, it demonstrates the nostalgia many officials feel as they seek to 
root textbooks in a historiography, and a presentation of America, that has long since fallen out 
of favor with historians. 
 More recently, Texas has encountered curriculum controversy that directly impacts 
female historical figures. In 2018, volunteer groups of “educators, academics and other 





curriculum.58 The standards that they were revising are formally known as the TEKS (Texas 
Essential Knowledge and Skills) which are utilized in testing students and helping teachers form 
lesson plans. The volunteers met to revise with the goal of “streamlin[ing]” the curriculum in 
mind — in other words, deleting superfluous content to make the material feel more 
manageable.59 Under these presumptions, the volunteers recommended a curriculum to the Board 
of Education — that was later approved — that eliminated mentions of Helen Keller, Hillary 
Clinton, and the Women’s Airforce Service Pilots (WASPs) in various grades.60 These women 
were not part of required standards, but rather optional examples of women who have impacted 
our country in some meaningful way.  
 While the Texas State Board of Education initially recommended the removal of these 
three women, after receiving national media attention and facing protests from community 
members, they opted to retain them in the TEKS curriculum. This incident brought up concerns 
in the community about the revision process itself; while the volunteers who suggest revisions in 
Texas are supposed to maintain a non-partisan stance, the board members that approve or reject 
them are elected and party-affiliated. With five Democrats and ten Republicans serving, the 
Board of Education has the ability to validate a certain vision of history in their authorization of 
standard revisions. This method often causes tension, considering individuals who advocate for 
different versions of history tend to group along party lines. What is perhaps most significant 
about this conflict, however, is Texas’s potential impact on national instructional materials. 
While most states’ revision processes affect only their singular state’s standards, this is not true 
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of Texas. Given that Texas is so tied to the textbook publishing industry —discussed more in 
depth later — their standards have a direct impact on what content appears in textbooks, which 
are then consumed by students nationally. Had the State Board of Education voted to remove 
Helen Keller, Hillary Clinton, and the WASPs, this change could have been reflected in future 
editions of textbooks published for Texas, and then used in other states’ classrooms — regardless 
of their own state standards. 
 Even though the Texas Board of Education ultimately decided to retain the three 
aforementioned female figures, this event is still of importance to this research. With such 
significant women as Helen Keller, Hillary Clinton, and the WASPs being threatened for 
removal, it’s likely that other women of historical importance, especially from the 1960s, 70s, 
and 80s, could be on the chopping block in the future. Women of note from the Feminist 
Movement – for example, Gloria Steinem and Shirley Chisholm, who are mentioned in many 
educational materials – are not as popularly known as the ones debated in this controversy. It is 
conceivable that in later standards revisions, they could also be up for removal as possible 
examples or discussion points. In the same TEKS revision cycle, Oprah Winfrey was cut “from a 
list of women who contribute to our national identity” in high school U.S. History classrooms.61 
This pattern of removing women from standards proves that community protestors and 
scholarship such as my own project are becoming ever more important in preserving females of 
historical influence in state- and nationally-produced instructional materials.  
 Most recently and most applicably, a standards controversy in Michigan put the inclusion 
of Roe v. Wade and lesbian rights in history standards in jeopardy. While the main disagreement 




government and values (that again unsurprisingly fell along party lines), the conservatives 
originally in charge of revisions also proposed eliminating mentions of Roe v. Wade and lesbian 
rights.62 Upon receiving harsh criticism of these proposed revisions, the state’s education agency 
gathered a broader group of volunteers from Michigan to review the standards once more, 
including “teachers, college professors, parents, students and retirees.”63 In this stage of the 
process, it was decided that Roe v. Wade and lesbian rights would remain in the curriculum. 
However, their recommendation to include reference to the contemporary #MeToo movement 
against sexual assault — what can be considered an extension or renewal of feminist energy and 
goals — was denied by the state’s education officials.  
 While Michigan may lack the national influence on instructional materials that Texas 
boasts, these changes, had they been implemented, would have nonetheless directly impacted 
students’ understanding of the Feminist Movement. This is in part because Michigan teachers are 
trained “on how to use the new standards” in their classrooms, and “many educators rely heavily 
on the standards as they craft lesson plans.”64 At its very core, excluding Roe v. Wade and 
lesbian rights from history standards would skew high schoolers’ perception of the Feminist 
Movement away from reality. Undeniably, Roe v. Wade was one of the Feminist Movement’s 
greatest victories and proudest achievements; to not include it would be to misrepresent the goals 
and the priorities of the women who fought for bodily autonomy beginning in the 1960s and 
lasting for decades. Likewise, the Feminist Movement saw for the first time a cohesive group of 
lesbian women fighting for both legal rights and for their sexual identity to be recognized and 
appreciated. Their activist contributions to both the Feminist Movement and the gay liberation 
 
62 Dana Goldstein, “Is the U.S. a Democracy? A Social Studies Battle Turns on the Nation’s Values,” The New 




movement are too substantial to erase – and their sexual identity too instrumental to their work to 
avoid mentioning. At large, to overlook lesbian rights entirely underplays the extent to which the 
many social movements of the 1960 revolved around sexual freedom. If there was any question 
about whether events of the Feminist Movement were – and will continue to be – publicly 
controversial, surely this debate in Michigan shows an indication of the answer.   
 If these two recent state cases are any evidence, conflict over women’s issues are 
pressing topics that are continuously debated by different states’ boards of education. As Florida 
and New Hampshire are two states whose high school U.S. History standards are currently 
undergoing revision, it is possible that dissent could arise over similar issues. In this sense, this 
research is timely: an analysis of the Feminist Movement’s role in standards and textbooks is 
necessary in an educational climate where women, their achievements, and their unique 
experiences are constantly facing the risk of removal from students’ education. Moreover, 
standards writers and revisers imperil present opportunities for progress if they ignore their 
immediate antecedents. The decisions of boards of education decide to remove landmark 
moments such as Roe v. Wade and lesbian rights – while it didn’t happen in Michigan –reduce 
similar, current movements to fashion rather than events in an ongoing manifestation of struggle. 
If standards authors marginalize the social justice movements of the past, such as women’s 
rights, they in effect marginalize the present: women’s continued fights for bodily autonomy, 
sexual freedom, protection from sexual violence, representation in politics, and more. 
Categorization of Standards 
Because the plan to implement National Standards for History dissolved in the Senate in 
1995, states have been operating with their own unique history standards for the last several 
decades. However, another attempt at mandating uniform standards across the nation succeeded 
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in 2010, albeit only in two subjects. As outlined in the Common Core State Standards Initiative 
of 2010, students in grades K-12 have consistent, fixed content to master for each grade level in 
the subjects of English Language Arts and Mathematics. 41 states and the District of Columbia 
voluntarily adopted these standards to rectify discrepancies between states. Advocates hoped that 
all students would graduate from high school with the literacy and mathematics skills to prepare 
them for a successful career. The English Language Arts standards apply to the discipline of 
Social Studies by providing literacy benchmarks that students must achieve, such as critical 
reading skills, analysis of primary and secondary sources, and evaluating author’s arguments. 
However, these are intended to be supplemental to the Social Studies content standards in each 
state. Beyond literacy requirements, the Common Core State Standards Initiative does not 
provide any standards specifically for Social Studies.65 
Thus, the writing and adoption of Social Studies content standards is left to the 
jurisdiction of each individual state’s department or board of education. Each department of 
education can choose different representatives to help write and revise standards, such as 
community members, parents, teachers, and other educational professionals. Typically, these are 
then approved or rejected by the elected board of officials. State standards vary, and vary widely, 
in their suggested mastery of Social Studies content for K-12 students. Even states in similar 
geographic regions — the Midwest, South, Northeast, etc. — are not united or even consistent in 
the content or form of their standards. However, certain trends exist among the state standards, 
which I describe below. Forty-eight states and the District of Columbia are included in this 
analysis for a total sample size of forty-nine; Florida and New Hampshire are omitted as their 
state standards are currently undergoing revision.  
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Most state Social Studies standards are content-based, meaning that they outline factual 
knowledge as the measurable outcome for passing a Social Studies course. For example, one of 
District of Columbia’s standards covering the 1960s reads, “Analyze the women’s rights 
movement launched in the 1960s, including differing perspectives on the roles of women, the 
National Organization for Women, and the ERA.”66 This is a content-based standard because it 
fastens itself to a specific historical moment, the 1960s, and asks students to retain specific facts: 
roles of women, NOW, and the ERA. In this same way, many standards on the Feminist 
Movement are largely outlined in terms of content, rather than broader historical questions about 
gender and activism.  
Of these content-based states, eight take an institutional approach to understanding the 
Feminist Movement, meaning their focus is aimed at the legal and governmental outcomes of the 
time period. These eight states are Hawaii, the District of Columbia, Kansas, Georgia, Maryland, 
New Mexico, New Jersey, and Michigan. For example, Hawaii’s state standard presumes that a 
student’s understanding of the Feminist Movement will be indicated when they have learned 
about “National Organization for Women, Equal Rights Amendment, Roe v. Wade, and Title 
IX.”67 An institutional approach to standards such as this nurtures the underlying implication that 
progress always originates from institutional and legal change. While this may be accurate to 
presume in some contexts, it is rather misleading for the Feminist Movement. This social 
movement was by its nature a grassroots, bottom-up approach to change that was “decentralized 
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in the extreme,” with local and national individuals, groups, and task forces pursuing thousands 
of projects at any one time – not simply the nation’s capital.68  
The implication that the most notable results — the ones that must be studied in public 
school — are those that originated from the government, misrepresents the true character of the 
movement. Although many landmark achievements like the ones aforementioned were attained 
through the government, it was the work of many women activists, lobbyists, and organizers 
behind the scene that “applied pressure from outside the halls of government” that prompted 
concrete action.69 Women sponsored bills, female lawyers advocated for civil rights litigation, 
and the Washington women’s underground encouraged federal agencies to meet their demands; 
however, the institutional standards give credit not to these women, but to the male-operated 
bureaucracies above them.70 Even so, the women’s movement achieved many feats that were not 
formally sanctioned by the national government: female publications, battered women’s shelters, 
women-run-bookstores, and more which these institutional standards say nothing about. 
Notably, in all of the institutional standards, the key terms NOW, the ERA, and Title IX 
recur the most. Hawaii’s mention of Roe v. Wade is almost an anomaly. Although eight states’ 
standards rely heavily on legal evidence in their description of the Feminist Movement, only two 
of these explicitly include Roe v. Wade — a convenient maneuver around one of the most 
significant court cases resulting from the time period. That is not to say that other states’ 
standards do not mention Roe v. Wade, as some do, but it is a reasonable expectation that 
standards that focus primarily on institutional gains would mention one of the most prevalent 
legal disputes of the period. Much of feminists’ energy in the late 1960s and early 1970s was 
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directed towards the decriminalization of abortion; women “spoke publicly about personal 
experiences…demonstrated at medical conventions, stormed public hearings, and held sit ins at 
hospitals.”71 Roe v. Wade was also part of a larger women’s health movement that was 
concerned with female representation in medical professions, self-education about female 
physiology, birth control, and unlawful sterilizations.72 It is clear then, that the legalization of 
abortion and protection of privacy for women was a turning point in women’s fight for control 
over their own bodies and in the women’s movement itself. Why then, would institutional 
standards omit them? It is highly likely that this can be attributed to an avoidance of 
controversial material concerning women’s reproductive autonomy. Nonetheless, if the focus of 
standards lies in legal outcomes, an omission of Roe v. Wade is a glaring oversight.  
In stark contrast to the institutional approach, five states’ content-based standards are 
primarily concerned with the social history of the Feminist Movement: Arkansas, Oklahoma, 
California, Mississippi, and Missouri. Rather than outlining court cases or national organizations 
that must be memorized, this group of states focuses on the ways in which the nation’s 
conception of women and gender changed as a result of the second wave. Almost all of them use 
a similar rhetoric, with their standard having some manifestation of the phrase, “describe the 
changing roles of women in society.”73 Some are considerably more broad than that, with 
Missouri asking students to “analyze the changing relationship between individuals and their 
place in society, including women.”74 Other states, like California, are prescriptive in requiring 
students to interpret shifting gender roles, but within the context of “the entry of more women 
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into the labor force and the changing family structure.”75 Regardless of the amount of detail, 
each of these standards prompts students to consider how women’s traditional roles transformed 
throughout the latter half of the 20th century as a result of the actions of female activists. Also 
notable is the fact that in addition to a social history approach, many of these standards include 
the requirement that certain laws, cases, and organizations be learned as well, as in the 
aforementioned institutional analysis. In this case, many of the social history standards present a 
more holistic view of the Feminist Movement, combining institutional accomplishments with 
burgeoning social currents.  
In twelve states, the women’s rights movement is mentioned outright, albeit contained 
within a list of other simultaneous social movements. These states are North Dakota, Tennessee, 
Connecticut, West Virginia, North Carolina, Utah, Alabama, Texas, Minnesota, Washington, 
New York, and Massachusetts. In tandem with the Feminist Movement, many other additional 
activist initiatives are mentioned somewhere in these twelve states’ standards: The Civil Rights 
Movement, American Indian Movement, Mexican-American Labor Movement, counterculture, 
Asian American Rights Movement, environmental and consumer rights movement, technological 
revolution, “rock n’ roll” movement, black power movement, student rights advocacy, LGBT 
movement, immigration rights, the rights of the accused, and rights for people with disabilities. 
To be sure, the Feminist Movement occurred in a time period ripe with social change. The 
radical branch was in large part motivated by the work of the Civil Rights, New Left, and anti-
war movements and later encouraged developments in lesbian and disability activism.76 In this 
 
75 California State Board of Education, “History-Social Science Content Standards for California Public Schools: 
Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve” (October 1998), https://dese.mo.gov/college-career-readiness/curriculum, 53. 
76 MacLean, The American Women’s Movement, 16.  
 45 
way, these standards can be beneficial in providing a broader context for analyzing the relations 
between each campaign.  
However, the listing strategy within standards carries with it the danger of minimizing the 
Feminist Movement (and others’) importance through overly generalized grouping. This is 
especially true in cases such as the rock ‘n roll or technological revolutions, which are largely 
separate phenomena from the women’s rights movement. Lists make it easy for one or more 
movements to get lost in the shuffle; inevitably, teachers will select a smaller subset of social 
justice campaigns from the standard to study in class. Not all states are even explicit enough to 
list out the names of each movement in their standards. Some states such as Utah lump all of the 
social movements into a collective sum of the activism of “women, and other racial and ethnic 
minorities.”77 With this strategy comes the danger of oversimplification. The Feminist 
Movement and the other concurrent fights for civil rights did not necessarily share similar 
tactics, key players, ideologies, or outcomes. By asking students to study them as a collective, 
there is a subtle insinuation that not any one of them is distinct in its own right. Likewise, 
grouping in this manner allows teachers to evade the question of each movement’s relative 
significance and impact.  
In New York and Massachusetts, two of the “list states,” the standards for the social 
justice campaigns of the 1960s and 1970s are relatively comprehensive. In Massachusetts in 
particular, the standards outline content requirements that almost no other state does, such as “the 
availability of the birth control pill...and increasing numbers of women in elected offices in 
national and state government” and “the role of protest, advocacy organizations, and active 
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citizen participation.”78 By focusing standards on the work being done by citizens, the latter part 
of the standard effectively unhinges the danger posed by the institutional approach — which 
would have only described the movement through the byproducts that resulted from 
governmental and legal systems. Similarly, New York prescribes that in addition to tangible 
outcomes such as the Roe v. Wade decision and The Feminine Mystique, the issues, goals, 
successes, and limitations of the movement also be analyzed.  
Comparatively two of the most descriptive and holistic standards, New York and 
Massachusetts fall victim to the biggest fault of posing the Feminist Movement as one of many 
similar movements — it’s an optional standard. Both standards preface the section on 1960s 
social reform with a tagline that reads along the lines of “students will thoroughly investigate at 
least one of the efforts,” effectively excusing those educators who may choose a different 
movement, whether by chance or by choice, from responsibility.79 So, if a teacher opts to cover 
feminism in the classroom, the guidelines are strong; however, the choice to opt out always 
remains. Therefore, the greatest danger in New York and Massachusetts is that schools and 
teachers can simply ignore feminism and/or the other movements as long as they cover 
something.  
Of the states that employ content-based standards, eleven do not explicitly mention 
women in their standards pertaining to the relevant time period, approximately 1960-1990. These 
states are Iowa, Colorado, Ohio, South Dakota, Virginia, Indiana, South Carolina, Kentucky, 
Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, and Louisiana. Along with avoiding the word “women” comes the 
omission of several other key terms, such as Feminist Movement and feminism, vocabulary one 
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would expect to find in a content-based standard about the movement itself. Even common 
institutional markers such as Title IX, Betty Friedan, and the ERA are absent. Some states, such 
as Iowa, use the word “gender” in a loose sense, partnered with other personal identifiers such as 
“regional, racial, [and] ethnic” in determining how those perspectives “influence American 
history and culture.”80 However, no social history narratives about the shifting of gender roles, as 
seen before, are present in any of these states’ standards. Rather, phraseology like Indiana’s is 
common among these states: “Identify areas of social tension from this time period and explain 
how social attitudes shifted as a result,” and “identify the problems confronting different 
minorities...and describe the solutions to these problems.”81 Even more general are standards like 
Kentucky’s, which reads, “Evaluate the ways in which groups facing discrimination worked to 
achieve expansion of rights and liberties from 1877-present.”82 The problem with discarding the 
Feminist Movement entirely seems glaringly obvious: even moreso than it being posed as 
optional to study, this approach diminishes the historical time period as unimportant and 
irrelevant entirely to 11th grade learners. Teachers can exclude women’s narrative from the 
overarching story of the 1960s and 70s. Along with feminism, many other prevalent social 
justice movements risk erasure from memory with these standards that do not explicitly mention 
them by name.  
 Of these states that do not mention women, feminism, or the Feminist Movement in 
relation to the activism of 1960s, 70s, and 80s, two states do discuss what is commonly regarded 
as the “first wave” of feminism. Rhode Island and Pennsylvania mention women, but only in the 
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context of their work in the early 20th century, primarily suffrage. For example, Rhode Island 
asks students to identify and explain “ways individuals and groups have exercised their rights in 
order to transform society,” and then delineates an understanding of “women’s suffrage” as a 
specific content-based fulfillment of that standard.83 Such standards are misleading in that they 
insinuate that the women’s rights movement concluded after the right to vote was won in 1920. 
Students could then, in theory, progress through the rest of their U.S. History education without 
the knowledge that the women’s movement was in fact an ongoing struggle, and that female 
activism revived once more decades later. The question still remains as to why standards’ 
authors would present one phase of the greater 20th century women’s rights campaign – i.e., the 
suffragettes – and not the more recent women’s movement of the 1960s and 1970s. It is 
unarguable that this strategy overlooks the influence that the first campaign had upon the latter. 
Without the foundation laid by women in the 1910s, women’s activism in the last quarter of the 
century may never have materialized. Likewise, the “second wave” was far more nationally 
encompassing and effective at producing results, in part due to a shift in feminists’ organizing 
strategies. In only including the first wave, Pennsylvania and Rhode Island do not give their 
students the opportunity to appreciate the relationship between the two waves – and to 
understand women’s activism as a series of interconnected campaigns throughout the 20th 
century. 
 Out of all eleven states that do not explicitly mention women, however, perhaps most 
notable is South Carolina. Not only does South Carolina not dedicate a standard to discussing the 
Women’s Movement, they do just the opposite: outline a standard requiring analysis of the 
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“causes and consequences of the resurgence of the conservative movement.”84 Known for its 
anti-ERA, anti-abortion leaders such as Phyllis Schlafly, the conservative movement rose 
partially in opposition to the Feminist Movement, one of its primary goals being to maintain the 
sanctity of women’s traditional roles as wife, homemaker, and mother.85 Although South 
Carolina alludes to the “social and cultural changes of the 1960s and 1970s” that prompted the 
conservative revival, it never directly states what those changes were: in large part, the work of 
feminists. It is almost impossible to study the conservative resurgence of the 1960s and 1970s in 
a vacuum without also examining the Feminist Movement. To do so promotes an extreme bias in 
favor of conservative politics, and implies that a movement determined to deny women 
fundamental rights is a more significant development in history than the campaign which 
advocated for their equality in the first place.  
 Eleven states do not base their standards on content expectations, but rather on processes 
of historical inquiry that the student should be able to command at the conclusion of each grade. 
Maine, Delaware, Alaska, Idaho, Illinois, Montana, Vermont, Wisconsin, Nebraska, Wyoming, 
and Arizona all emphasize historical processes. These standards outline certain thinking skills as 
the benchmark for successful learning as opposed to content comprehension. Nash explains 
historical process standards by saying they involve “conducting historical inquiries and research, 
engaging in causal reasoning, and engaging in historical interpretation.”86 This type of standard 
gained popularity in the days of the National Standards for History, in which the councils for 
U.S. History mandated mastery of the following skills in addition to content: chronological 
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thinking, historical comprehension, historical analysis and interpretation, historical research 
capabilities, and historical issues analysis and decision making.87 
Most states that utilize historical process standards today incorporate similar language. 
However, contrary to the National Standards for History, states that rely on historical process 
standards do not include any supplemental content-based standards in their documents. For that 
reason, these historical process standards often lend themselves to more ambiguous 
requirements, leaving the interpretation largely up to each individual teacher on the ground. 
Without anchor to any specific, pre-delineated content material or time period, some of these 
standards read as vaguely as Illinois: “identify the role of individuals, groups, and institutions, in 
people’s struggles for safety, freedom, equality, and justice.”88 Rather than the specifics of the 
activism practiced in the Feminist Movement, what is emphasized here is the ability to 
differentiate between manifestations of activism — on an individual, group, and systemic level.  
Delaware relies on even greater generalities in its historical process standards. The 
closest allusion to women or feminism is the standard which reads: “students will analyze 
historical materials to trace the development of an idea or trend across space or over a prolonged 
period of time in order to explain patterns of historical continuity and change.”89 While this is 
not overtly a detriment to the teaching of feminism, such abstraction can lead easily into implicit 
biases against teaching the Feminist Movement. Historical process standards such as this that are 
devoid of key words such as “minorities,” “diversity,” or “gender” leave vast space for the 
Feminist Movement to either be accounted for in the in-class curriculum, or avoided entirely. In 
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these scenarios, the power is put into the teachers’ hands to determine specific content, which 
has the potential to be either extremely liberating or shockingly limiting to the students on the 
receiving end. This raises a larger question that underlies all history curriculum standards: how 
much or how little should standards value flexibility versus individual teachers’ initiative? 
 Two states, Nevada and Oregon, utilize historical process-based standards, but include an 
additional dimension to their standards that promotes study of women’s history and the Feminist 
Movement: multicultural studies. In these states, in addition to content themes such as history, 
civics, economics, and geography, multicultural studies is a new required area of mastery for 
students. The decision of these states to utilize this method could potentially be influenced by a 
diversity in population, or a liberal-leaning departments of education. While it is technically a 
separate designation, standards included under multicultural studies are relevant in this research 
as they are still encompassed within the overarching 11th grade Social Studies standards. As the 
discipline of multicultural studies tends to direct its focus towards underrepresented and 
marginalized groups, the plight of women in America is one of the many topics that recurs 
throughout both states’ standards. For example, one of Nevada’s multicultural studies standards 
reads, “analyze how resistance movements organized and responded to oppression and 
infringement of civil liberties and evaluate the impact of the responses.”90 Likewise, Oregon asks 
its students to “examine the power of government and evaluate the reasoning and impact of 
Supreme Court decisions on the rights of individuals and groups,” specifically referencing Roe v. 
Wade within their multicultural studies standard.91 
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More notable, however, is the fact that in Nevada and Oregon, the standards that fall 
under the history category are also more likely to reflect inclusivity and comprehensiveness, and 
make reference to women. Both states have specific U.S. History standards pertaining to women 
and their pursuit of equality and impact on the nation as a whole. For example, one of Oregon’s 
history standards reads “identify and analyze ethnic groups, religious groups, and other 
traditionally marginalized groups (women…), their relevant historic and current contributions to 
Oregon, the United States, and the World.”92 Nevada similarly mentions women, but offers up a 
different analysis: “investigate the evolution of gender roles and equality within social and 
economic life in the U.S.”93 Both states revised their standards to include multicultural studies in 
the late months of 2018, in the hopes that it would stress to students the importance of 
understanding diverse perspectives within the discipline of history. As states frequently undergo 
revision, the new inclusion of multicultural studies under U.S. History has the potential to be 
replicated in standards across the nation.  
Based on the divided strategies that standards writers employ, content-based versus 
historical process-centric, two main problems with standards emerge. The first is the explicit 
exclusion of content from content-based standards. For standards writers who have access to 
recent scholarship and historiography, omitting the Feminist Movement entirely, or including a 
minimized, distilled, or fragmented version, is a conscious decision. On the other hand, process-
based standards – by nature larger theoretical and ideological questions about history and 
historical study – lend themselves more towards an absence of content. For standards authors 
who are trying to formulate questions and standards that are broad in scope and applicability, it 
makes sense not to delineate specific information about the Feminist Movement or women – or 
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any specifics at all. In this case, the exclusion of information in process standards could be 
viewed less as an oversight and more of an informed choice. Even so, Nash argues that “content-
impoverished history standards have little pedagogical value for either teachers or students.”94 
He expounds by saying that standards can equip students with critical thinking skills, but they are 
also responsible for giving students subject matter to think about. In this way, authors of process 
based standards must negotiate the constraints of their chosen genre – an obstacle that many 
textbook authors face as well.  
Included below are graphic representations of the analysis and categorization presented 
above. Figure 1 demonstrates the division between content-based standards and process-based 
standards, and Figure 2 shows a further break down of the many approaches of standards. Figure 
3 translates the data from Figure 2 onto a map of the United States, to demonstrate the 
geographic variety of standards across the nation. There is a weak correlation between 
geographic location and type of standard; however, the map shows some potential patterns. 
There is a large collection of states in the West that use historical process standards, as indicated 
by the color orange. Likewise, several Midwestern states are part of the group that omits women 
entirely from their standards; these states are colored green. Aside from that, states generally 
resist geographic groupings according to what form of standard they utilize. In the case that a 
standard could exist in two categories, I assign it to the category that proves most prominent in 
the standard. 
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Figure 1: This pie chart depicts the main writing strategies standards authors use: 
primarily either content-based or historical process.  
Figure 2: This pie chart depicts the six different categorizations of standards as 




The Textbook Adoption Process  
 Compared to state curricula, the textbook is a much more visible, widely-recognized 
instructional tool in high school U.S. History classrooms – and classrooms of all subjects in 
elementary and secondary schools. While content standards are intended to guide teachers’ 
teaching methods, the textbook is the tool that teachers utilize to directly transmit information to 
students. Educational theorist Michael Apple found that for secondary school students, 75% of 
classroom time and 90% of homework time is spent with textbooks.95 In many ways, however, 
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Figure 3: This is a geographical representation of how the six different standards approaches are distributed 
across the U.S. 
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the textbook has become a “bad translation” of state curriculum, one that transforms pedagogy 
into the “delivery of a final product, ready-made” rather than fluid, customized lesson plans 
according to teacher’s prerogative.96 While some teachers have the time and energy to craft 
lessons and materials that transcend the content present in the textbooks, many do not. With this 
in mind, it is hardly shocking that “even experienced teachers welcome the detailed manuals, 
handouts, tests, activity sheets, and other supplementary materials” that are attached to 
textbooks.97 Teachers have relied upon textbooks to scaffold and direct their U.S. History lessons 
since the mid-1800s; this is likely to persist throughout the foreseeable future, given the high 
demands placed upon teachers both inside and outside of the classroom. For this reason, 
thorough analysis of the content of textbooks, and exactly how that content made its way there is 
crucial to this study. 
Just as the authority of each state to create and publish their own history standards creates 
national variety, so does the textbook adoption process. In deciding which textbooks to utilize in 
classrooms, states have two alternatives. The decision is either left to the state, wherein states 
mandate what textbooks are allowed for use in all of their school districts, or the decision is 
placed in the hands of localities.98 This is true for both public and private K-12 institutions.99 
If a state adopts textbooks at a state-wide level, that doesn’t necessarily mean that they 
designate the specific titles of textbooks that schools must use. Rather, some states produce a list 
of “approved” textbooks from which local districts can choose the title that best suits their needs. 
Some states rely on their state boards of education alone to make these decisions; others appoint 
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a textbook committee that is in charge of formulating recommendations, which are then 
approved by the board. While it is possible for individual districts to stray from the pre-approved 
list, there is financial motivation for obliging; funds are waived and/or school districts are 
reimbursed for the cost of textbooks that are approved in advance by the board.100  
State-level adoption was originally formed with the goal of uniformity and 
standardization in mind in the early decades of the 1900s. 101 This was part of the Progressive 
effort to consolidate academic procedures in order to make schools more efficient institutions.102 
However, over time, the state adoption process has allowed partisan members of the different 
boards of education to make decisions regarding instructional materials for the entire state. 
Because of this, a disconcerting phenomenon has arisen in these states, in which “elected or 
politically appointed officials of unknown education credentials can overrule…historians about 
the content of history books.”103 On the other hand, if states allow adoption at the local level, 
either school districts, individual schools, or hired agencies make the call on what textbooks end 
up in their students’ hands. Often this decision lies with authority figures such as the 
superintendent, principal, school boards, county departments of education, or committees of 
parents and teachers. The level of expertise of those who make decisions – and the time they 
have to make them – varies based on the procedure for local adoption in each individual state. 
States can also choose to practice local adoption for certain grades and not others; for example, 
some states adopt locally for grades 9-12, but state wide for grades K-8. 
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As of July 2019, there are only 15 states that practice state-level adoption, according to 
the Association of American Publishers (AAP), the organization that oversees that process.104 
This list includes states such as California, Texas, and Florida, the first two being widely 
recognized as powerhouses in the textbook publishing industry, the latter also significant because 
of its large student population. This report released by the AAP indicates a slight decline in states 
that practice state-wide adoption. In 2013, the Education Commission of the States released data 
that said that 20 states rely on state-wide adoption.105 Therefore, in recent years more control has 
been placed into local school districts’ hands, allowing either agencies, textbook committees, or 
individual schools the freedom to select their own textbooks. With the decision to adopt certain 
textbooks up to each individual school or district, textbook variation within states and across the 
nation is becoming the norm.  
 This being said, Texas and California, two state-wide adoption states, collectively 
dominate the textbook publishing industry. Together, they “account for over twenty percent of 
the total sales of any particular book.” 106 For that reason, textbook publishers often make 
adjustments to textbook content to meet these states’ needs and desires. To this end, both states 
require publishers to comply to their individual state content standards, often requesting graphic 
evidence of how each textbook meets their curriculum.107 As publishers attempt to meet both 
Texas’s and California’s content standards in one textbook, the resulting product often contains 
surface-level detail, fragmentary information, and endless transitions between diverging 
topics.108 In attempts to preemptively align textbook content with what they think California and 
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Texas will request in the adoption process, publishers often make pre-submission changes to 
their textbooks.109 Such self-censorship on the part of publishers is another example of how the 
condition of textbook content is disrupted by the state adoption process – a disruption that occurs 
on multiple levels. 
 While California and Texas’s state-level adoption processes contain similarities, there are 
key differences that have sizeable implications for textbooks purchased on a national-scale. In 
California, only textbooks for grades K-8 are adopted on a state-wide scope; instructional 
materials for grades 9-12 are purchased locally. While local adoption broadens California high 
schools’ textbook choices, it also weakens California’s influence national influence in the 
textbook market – and simultaneously bolsters Texas’s. California dissipates their influence in 
the 9-12 grade levels by not partaking in unified adoption at the state level. However, all of 
California’s textbooks must pass a pre-examination for equitable content before they are 
approved, which has ripple effects in other states.  
For both locally and state-adopted materials, the texts up for consideration must first 
comply to California’s social content review: a set of guidelines that relate to cultural diversity, 
environmentalism, and worker’s rights.110 In line with California’s long-standing liberal 
influence, many of the conversations that occur in this phase of content negotiation revolve 
around the inclusion of minorities, women, and disabled people – often at the expense of 
“traditional educational material.”111 After textbooks under consideration fulfill the social 
content guidelines, community members are allowed to view textbook samples and submit 
comments to the State Board of Education (SBE). Finally, the standards are examined for their 
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alignment with California’s content standards. After evaluating the social content review, public 
comments, and the fulfillment of the curriculum standards, the SBE decides whether to adopt or 
reject the submission at hand.112 In mandating such a social content review, California is making 
strides towards textual representation for historically marginalized groups, effective in textbooks 
like those examined in my research. Even beyond the social content review, California creates its 
own culture of expectation for the kind of material that belongs in the curriculum. The impetus 
of textbook publishers to sell their products in California, regardless of its local-adoption 
practices, motivates them to include more women in their narratives – and more women in 
nontraditional roles. These same history textbooks are then adopted in a multitude of other states. 
 By contrast, Texas demonstrates a conservative influence over the textbook industry, 
emphasizing values such as patriotism and authority. Because Texas relies on state-wide 
adoption for grades K-12, as opposed to just K-8, their preferences concern textbooks with 
“higher-level and more complex material than California.”113 While there is no Texas equivalent 
to the California social content guidelines, Texas’s adoption process is similar to California’s in 
many ways. It likewise demands a review of the textbook’s alignment with curriculum standards 
and allows for public commentary. 114 Whereas the California SBE filters which public 
comments are sent to the publishing house, the role of the average citizen in Texas’s adoption 
process is much greater. Any resident of Texas is able to submit written commentary or provide 
oral testimony at a textbook review hearing prior to adoption, and the Texas Education Agency 
“has to make copies of them for all the publishers.”115 The publishers are likely to respond to 
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community members’ complaints and requests, and in this way a single Texas citizen can have a 
large impact on textbooks for all the nation’s kids.  
When it comes to the inclusion and exclusion of women, this element of Texas’s 
adoption process can have both benefits and drawbacks. Women have been a contentious issue in 
Texas’s history textbook adoption cycle for decades. In 1985, the Texas Board of Education 
asked a publisher to include content that supported women in traditional homemaking roles and 
to describe Phyllis Schlafly’s anti-feminist activism.116 Around the same time – when feminism 
was popular social movement – protestors complained that discussing women’s work outside the 
home in textbooks was “women’s liberation propaganda.”117 However, the ability of individuals 
and groups to make their voices heard within the adoption process has also allowed women’s 
organizations such as NOW and the American Association of University Women to advocate for 
further inclusion of women.118  
In both Texas and California, and in most state-wide adoption states, protests, lobbying, 
and lawsuits regarding the content of textbooks are quite common. Members of state boards of 
education are often vulnerable to such external influences, motivated to remain in public favor in 
order to be re-elected or re-appointed in the future.119 While parents and teachers often attempt to 
coax school boards to adopt or reject certain instructional materials, they would not have much 
sway without the backing of larger, respected national coalitions. For example, conservative 
national organizations such as Phyllis Schlafly’s Eagle Forum “have become very adept at 
supporting grass-roots” contestations in state-level adoption controversies.120 Activists persuade 
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the boards of education to persuade publishers to change textbook material in accordance with 
their viewpoints.  
While conservative organizations are well-known for supporting textbook lobbying, 
liberal-leaning individuals have also been showing up to textbook hearings for decades “to call 
for expanded or modified treatment of their particular groups.”121 In the 1980s, much of this 
work was done by feminists – as it is often today. It is an unavoidable truth that national 
conservative organizations are often successful at altering textbook content, and that groups and 
individuals with limited historical knowledge can command authority in textbook production. 
However, according to educational theorist Michael Apple, it is only because “there are 
progressive elements within curricula and texts” in the first place that such issues are raised by 
conservatives.122 However, it is not likely that right-wing backlash to textbook content will cease 
in the near future, which only stresses the continued need for local stakeholders to voice their 
opinions during state-wide textbook adoption.123 
Ultimately, textbook publishing is less about producing meaningful historical content 
than it is about profitability. At its core, the textbook publisher’s goal is the same as in any other 
book market: to sell a product. The textbook publishing industry’s target consumers are not 
necessarily students and teachers, those who have direct interaction with the texts, but the 
various textbook selection committees and boards of education that purchase them.124 Publishing 
companies often go to great lengths to ensure that their texts are placed on states’ lists of pre-
approved textbooks, for reasons aforementioned. Because of this, accusations from political 
interest groups, teachers, and the general public about controversial content often fall on the 
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shoulders of publishers. However, Apple warns against assuming that the presentation of content 
in textbooks, for all its potential biases and oversights, is an act of deliberate censorship from 
publishers. He claims “it is not ideological uniformity or some political agenda that accounts for 
many of the ideas” in textbooks – rather, it’s profitability.125 Rather than “plotting to ‘do in’ 
workers, women, and people of color,” Apple insists that content decisions made by publishers 
are financially motivated.126 However, there is one influential characteristic that many people 
who serve in textbook editorial positions possess: maleness. Most positions in charge of 
determining the “legitimate content which students are to receive as ‘official knowledge’” are 
held by men.127 This may help to explain some of the patriarchal undertones of content proposed 
by certain publishing houses – especially as it relates to women and the Feminist Movement. 
While textbook publication is largely about profitability and market appeal, it must be 
noted that many textbook authors are historians themselves. University professors – individuals 
with a serious commitment to the history profession – are frequently the authors of these high 
school level texts. Presumably, these are well-intentioned people who want to write great history 
and believe that well-conceived history will sell. As I move into an analysis of textbooks, it is 
imperative to keep in mind that many textbook authors are these well-meaning historians that 
probably believe they are doing their best job on the history they’ve been asked to write.  
Analysis of Textbooks 
Given the wide variety of textbook adoption tactics and publishing houses themselves, 
it’s challenging to narrow down the most “widely-used” textbooks across the nation for 11th 
grade U.S. History. For that reason, my analysis focuses on seven textbooks from the dominant 
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educational publishing houses: United States History: Reconstruction to the Present and 
America: Pathways to the Present from Pearson/Prentice Hall; Holt American Nation from Holt, 
Rinehart, and Winston; American History: Connecting with the Past and The American Vision, 
of Glencoe, McGraw Hill; The Americans from Houghton Mifflin Harcourt; and The American 
Pageant from Cengage Learning. I selected these titles based on recommendations from current 
U.S. History teachers and prior studies in the field. Two of the seven selections are designated 
Advanced Placement (AP) texts, commonly used in both AP and International Baccalaureate 
(IB) program classes. Each of these texts features material that 11th grade students would 
encounter in a U.S. History course – whether it be a general survey or a higher-level class. While 
all of these textbooks are frequently updated with new editions, those discussed in the analysis 
are the texts’ most recently released versions that were accessible.  
What follows is my analysis of these seven textbooks, and how they either meet, exceed, 
or fall short in describing the Feminist Movement according to the historiography of the time 
period. I examine common approaches that link some of the textbooks together, as well as 
distinguished strategies that are unique to individual textbooks. It must be stated that textbooks 
as a genre ultimately require selectivity and brevity: authors cannot include all the information 
that exists about all historical topics. For each fact that is included, another is omitted. As 
historian Gary Nash explains, “historians must choose the most relevant evidence in order to 
make sense of the past” – a strategy which necessitates content cuts.128 Each of the textbooks 
analyzed here is around 800-1000 pages, weighing as much as 6 ½ pounds. No issue can be 
resolved by adding more content to these already hefty narratives – both figuratively and 
literally. Changes are choices, which I take into consideration in my analysis.  
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The facts that are included are often distilled and portioned with others in an easily-
digestible fashion, to accommodate for the reading level of the audience. For this reason, some 
have argued that an entire reformation of the education system itself – and an abandonment of 
textbooks – is necessary to achieve true equity in representation, for women and others. 
However, the textbook as a dominant tool of instruction is not likely to disappear in the near 
future. Therefore, in the words of Apple, “to ignore it as simply not worthy of serious attention 
and serious struggle is to live in a world divorced from reality.”129 
 Just as standards diverge in their treatment of the Feminist Movement through an 
institutional or social lens, so do textbooks. However, as textbooks are pages of material as 
opposed to a singular line of text, their categorization in this way is a bit more complex. For that 
reason, my analysis examines whether textbooks present both the history of the causes and the 
outcomes of the Feminist Movement through an institutional or a social lens.  
 Concerning the causes of the Feminist Movement, four texts take an institutional 
approach. Just as in standards, these texts largely credit the government, legal measures, and 
formation of various recognized organizations for launching the renewed women’s rights 
movement. Holt American Nation, American History: Connecting with the Past, The American 
Pageant, and The American Vision are the texts that identify and describe similar institutional 
catalysts to the feminist period. The most prevalent, and perhaps most troubling, is the focus on 
President Kennedy and his Commission on the Status of Women (PCSW). The texts frame the 
commission, formed in 1961 and completed in 1963, as one of the most significant contributors 
to the resurgence of the Feminist Movement.130 Three of the textbooks cite President Kennedy 
and his commission by name, and two even include a photo of him as well. Two of the four texts 
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discuss Kennedy and the PCSW within a larger narrative about women’s workplace rights, 
whereas one textbook even dedicates a subtitle to him, named “Kennedy responds.”131 From 
these textual and image representations, it is clear that to the institutionally-motivated textbooks, 
Kennedy in many ways functions as an emblem of feminist change. 
Under pressure from organizations such as the National Women’s Party, the PCSW was 
formed to investigate the economic status of women in the United States.132 The textbooks 
explain the commission’s goal of surveying women’s experiences in the workforce, but fail to 
mention the underlying motive of maintaining long-standing workplace protections for women 
and children. Esther Peterson, the woman who initially urged Kennedy to convene the 
commission – whose name is mentioned nowhere in textbooks – was staunchly against the idea 
of a constitutional amendment providing equal rights for women.133 In inviting members to 
participate in the commission, Peterson mostly asked those who shared her views on such an 
amendment. This led naturally into tense deliberations about women’s service to the nation.  
In their dealings on several committees, members of the commission struggled with 
negotiating women’s roles as homemaker and worker, and many “assumed that women wanted 
and preferred home roles.”134 For textbooks to assert the PCSW as a pioneer of feminist thought 
and activism is to ignore this information. The commission did reveal workplace injustice, and 
“discerned that significant numbers of women in the labor force faced formidable obstacles.”135 
However, committee members influenced by constraining, traditional notions of gender roles 
nonetheless impacted the adopted planks. In many ways, the fact that the PCSW was in part 
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designed to stave off more radical social and policy critiques could have limited its potential 
success. Yet, textbooks don’t provide students the chance to understand this paradox.  
 The textbooks are correct in positing that the PCSW led to more national attention 
surrounding women’s rights, especially in the workplace, and more impetus in the federal 
government to take women’s issues seriously. Likewise, two of the four texts mention that the 
PCSW “helped create important networks of feminist activists who would lobby for legislative 
redress” which is likewise accurate; the work of the commission spurred smaller, local 
commissions within individual states that examined the treatment of women in a similar way.136 
By 1967, every single state had its own  commissions modeled off of Kennedy’s national 
example.137 Therefore, the impact of the PCSW should not be minimized in textbooks. However, 
it need not be inflated to represent one of the primary triggers of the Feminist Movement; 
renowned feminist historian Sara Evans does not even mention the PCSW in her comprehensive 
survey of the Feminist Movement, Tidal Wave. With such a heavy focus on the PCSW, John 
Kennedy and his administration are credited with starting decades of advocacy for women: a 
focus that needs to be re-proportioned. It was largely the work of the women who demanded the 
commission, like Ester Peterson, those who led committees, such as Eleanor Roosevelt, and 
those who followed through on the commission’s progress that achieved strides in the early 
1960s.  
 In its 1963 progress report entitled “American Women,” the commission made 
recommendations on maternity leave, childcare, unemployment insurance, and other issues 
affecting women in the workforce.138 However, no immediate or concrete action was taken on 
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the part of the government to address any of these issues, aside from the report itself. For as 
much as textbooks focus on the attention that Kennedy called to structural issues plaguing 
women in the workforce, the texts also leave out how frustrated women were with the lack of 
progress the PCSW made in achieving its goals.  
Much of the impact of the PCSW originated from the negative reactions of feminists to it. 
The founding of the National Organization for Women in 1966 was in part motivated by women 
fed up with the lack of progress made in the time since the PCSW had published its report.139 
The danger in crediting President Kennedy and his administration with the beginning of the 
feminist resurgence in the 1960s is not that it is entirely wrong, but that it is incomplete. This 
approach suggests that social campaigns such as the Feminist Movement require prior 
government endorsement to be successful. Especially as the Feminist Movement was fueled by 
wide-spread, female grassroots advocacy, posing the most powerful man in the country and his 
government as largely responsible is a deficient presentation of history.  
 In addition to a focus on the PCSW, the four textbooks that approach the causes of the 
movement through an institutional lens also include two main legislative acts as spurring the 
Feminist Movement. The first is the Equal Pay Act, which President Kennedy signed in 1963; 
the second is Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which also created the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC). American History: Connecting with the Past, and the other 
texts describe the Equal Pay Act thusly: “the Kennedy administration helped win passage of the 
Equal Pay Act,” in effect legally preventing women from being paid less than men.140 The 
trouble with posing this as the beginning of decades of advocacy for women is in the wording; 
the action in the sentence is placed primarily on Kennedy. It was lobbying by feminist women 
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that encouraged Congress to pass the bill in the first place — not Kennedy’s initiative – and only 
one textbook alludes to this.141 Again, it is ironic that a movement dedicated to improving the 
female experience in America is attributed to one singular man.  
 Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act fares similarly in the textbooks that maintain an 
institutional approach. There is no denying that this act fundamentally altered the course of 
feminist history, and provided women solid legal grounds upon which they could continue 
demanding workplace equality. Historian Annelise Orleck even describes it as “potentially the 
most sweeping federal guarantee of women’s rights since the 19th amendment.”142 Title VII 
granted women protection from employment discrimination that was being extended to black 
men in a series of laws that also addressed segregation and school integration.143 The textbooks 
do well to describe these facts. However, what they forget is that this inclusion of gender in Title 
VII was largely the work of Alice Paul, feminist and member of the National Woman’s Party. At 
Paul’s urging, influential Republican Representative Howard Smith proposed to have the word 
“sex” included in the bill. While Paul was serious in her proposal, Smith included “sex” in the 
bill humorously, in an attempt to undermine the entire bill’s success.144 Quite ironically, the bill 
passed, with the help other women such as Michigan’s Democratic Representative Martha 
Griffiths, “who fought so successfully for [Title VII] as amended.”145 Textbooks, however, give 
Congress all the credit: one claims that Title VII was Congress providing “unexpected 
assistance” to women.146 Another asserts that the bill gave women a much-needed “boost” in 
their progress.147 The protection of women under Title VII would not have happened without the 
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legwork of feminists, and for textbooks to pretend it was a gift from the federal government 
mischaracterizes the story entirely. 
Of the four textbooks that take an institutional approach to the causes of the Feminist 
Movement, The American Pageant does something unique: focuses the roots of the movement in 
“the first wave.” It dedicates almost an entire page to Elizabeth Cady Stanton, her participation 
in the 1848 Seneca Falls Convention, and her advocacy for the 19th Amendment. While fixed in 
a prior era, this description is still institutional, as it describes women appealing to governmental 
and legislative channels in order to achieve results. In regards to the 1960s, The American 
Pageant largely credits Betty Friedan with founding the “second wave” — via both her book The 
Feminine Mystique and her 1966 founding of the National Organization for Women, the “chief 
political arm,” of the movement.148 References to national organizations such as NOW, while 
more inclusive than Kennedy’s PCSW, still allude to an institutional founding of the movement. 
To their credit, the authors of The American Pageant linger in the space between an institutional 
approach and a social approach to the sources of the Feminist Movement. While it focuses 
heavily on Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Betty Friedan, and their governmental appeals, it also 
mentions that “the second wave drew ideas, leaders, and tactics from the civil rights movement 
of the 1960s.”149 The American Pageant takes care to show how the origination of the Feminist 
Movement was impacted by other concurrent social justice campaigns, proving the notion that 
some textbooks defy simple categorization.  
The three remaining textbooks – United States History: Reconstruction to the Present, 
The Americans, and America: Pathways to the Present – take a distinctly social approach in 
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explaining the causes of the Feminist Movement. They focus on shifting gender roles, 
interactions with other rights movements, and the impact of WWII. One way in which they 
exemplify social history in their discussion of the triggers to the Feminist Movement is by 
highlighting the traditional gender roles imposed upon women. In two of the texts, feminism is 
framed as a rebellion against the restrictive stereotype of the housewife; one claims it as 
inaccurate, the other as not reflecting “reality or necessity.”150 This tension between women’s 
lived experiences and the prescriptive roles forced upon them by society is credited with spurring 
the ensuing advocacy for women’s rights. Also, two of the three texts allude to women’s role in 
the workforce during WWII, and the subsequent baby boom backlash as contributing to the rise 
of feminism. In addition, all three of the textbooks in some way reference the “political activism 
of the times” as being influential in re-launching the Feminist Movement.151 Most notable is the 
Civil Rights Movement; through their participation and advocacy, women began to analyze “a 
much larger pattern of sexism, or discrimination based on gender,” about themselves that that 
they had not before realized.152 By capitalizing on the energy and ideology of the antiwar and 
Civil Rights Movement, these texts claim women were able to take a fresh critical eye towards 
their experience as a group in American society — and begin advocating for equality en masse.  
Regardless of social or institutional categorization, every single textbook credits Betty 
Friedan and her book The Feminine Mystique in part for igniting the Feminist Movement. 
Published in the same year that the PCSW concluded, 1963, The Feminine Mystique prompted 
housewives to consider “the problem that has no name” — their lack of fulfillment in and 
dissatisfaction with their domestic lives. In one of the seven textbooks, The Feminine Mystique is 
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described as single handedly “building the base for a nationwide movement.”153 In another, the 
book is attributed with “inspir[ing] the women’s movement.”154 Friedan’s book did encourage 
women to introspectively examine their lived experience, and to begin discussing how they were 
not living up to their full potential within the bounds of the gender roles assigned to them.155 In 
part, The Feminine Mystique was revealing of the underlying reality for many women, as it was 
based on interviews with many suburban housewives. However, to claim that it sparked the 
women’s movement in and of itself is not the complete story; American History: Connecting 
with the Past hits the nail on the head when it says, “Friedan did not so much cause the revival of 
feminism as help give voice to a movement that was already stirring.”156 Likewise, The Feminine 
Mystique did trigger conversation among women, but namely one type of woman: suburban, 
middle to upper-class, educated, white, married women.157 To insinuate that this book sparked a 
movement that would eventually encompass women of different races, ethnicities, class statuses, 
sexual orientations, and ages is incomplete; it was one spark among many. 
While the textbooks deviate in their discussion of the causes of the Feminist Movement, 
they are united in explanations of the outcomes: every single text institutionally analyzes the 
effects of the Feminist Movement. The success of the decades-long campaign for women’s rights 
is measured in legal and governmental terms. For example, textbooks regularly cite Roe v. Wade 
and Title IX of the Higher Education Act as tangible feats emerging from this time period. 
Likewise, the entry of women into the workforce and the opportunity for women to pursue 
careers to which they were typically denied access — law, medicine, and academia, for example 
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— are economic gains that are highlighted by the textbooks. While it is rarer, some also address 
increased enrollment of women in college and the election of women to political office, with 
special attention paid to Shirley Chisholm. According to the textbooks, the Feminist Movement 
was successful because it resulted in the development of influential legislation. Likewise, the 
breakthrough of women into recognized American institutions, such as politics, is prized as their 
most valued accomplishment of the era.  
 While these are undoubtedly important victories to mention, only three of the textbooks 
make any attempt to move beyond an institutional measurement of the success of the Feminist 
Movement and conduct a social analysis. These are the same three textbooks that take a social 
historical approach to the causes of the movement — United States History: Reconstruction to 
the Present, America: Pathways to the Present, and The Americans — proving that there is some 
consistency in how textbooks present their material. While typically only a sentence, or even a 
phrase, these textbooks address the topic of ideological changes and shifting consciousness about 
women’s roles because of the Feminist Movement. For example, one of these textbooks claims 
that the Feminist Movement changed many people’s minds about women’s role in society.158 
Another goes even further to say that the women’s movement “transform[ed] women’s 
conventional roles and their attitudes towards career and family.”159 To bring up such a “shift in 
attitudes,” as one text does, that resulted from the Feminist Movement is a necessary compliment 
to textbooks’ much-relied on institutional lens in understanding the full historical picture.160 
However, these textbooks could benefit from elaboration: what is the specific shift? What 
misconceptions or preconceptions about women changed during and because of this historical 
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time period? More emphasis could be placed in textbooks on these ideological changes: women 
belonging at work versus at home, women’s growing confidence in themselves, and women’s 
negotiating ideas about their bodies. A strictly institutional approach insinuates that the only 
societal change the women’s movement made occurred in pre-existing governmental and legal 
channels. However, just the opposite is true. The Feminist Movement was so widespread and 
largely transformative because women approached change with different strategies: some with a 
primary focus on lobbying to the government and the law, and many, many more radical others 
with a grassroots strategy of raising public awareness about women’s position in 
society. Younger, more radically-minded feminists “believed that changes in consciousness 
mattered at least as much as the law, perhaps more.”161 Textbooks struggle to reflect this dual-
spirit of the Feminist Movement, one that worked to alter conventional belief systems as much as 
conventional government policies. These very belief systems are just as significant, as they had 
profound effects on the politics of the home – extending to timing and choices surrounding 
marriage, childbirth, education, career, and more.  
While originating from a wide array of publishers and authors, many of the textbooks 
have recurring foci and themes that are evident in their vocabulary lists, images, and key figures 
mentioned. For example, most textbooks outline the ERA and NOW as vocabulary terms to 
memorize, and several include extremely similar graphics detailing women’s role in the 
American workforce over time. However, perhaps most notable is the textbooks’ inclination to 
emphasize three key players: Betty Friedan, Phyllis Schlafly, and Gloria Steinem. These three 
women, more than any others, are heavily focused on in 11th grade U.S. History texts — whether 
 
161 Orleck, Rethinking American Women’s Activism, 106. 
 75 
that be through images, quotations, references to primary sources they authored, or as vocabulary 
terms.  
In the six textbooks that contain a vocabulary section, Betty Friedan and Phyllis Schlafly 
both are delineated as key terms in five; Gloria Steinem appears on vocabulary lists in four. The 
one textbook that contains a vocabulary section but does not include these three women does not 
feature any people at all as key terms. All three, however, appear within the text portion of that 
specific textbook, America: Pathways to the Present. There is an image of Betty Friedan in five 
of the seven textbooks; her book, The Feminine Mystique, is an additional accompanying image 
in many texts as well. The only two textbooks in which Friedan does not appear in image form 
are the AP texts, which generally dedicate more space on each page to text as opposed to images. 
Phyllis Schlafly, an architect of the conservative opposition, appears with the same frequency as 
Betty Friedan, with her image featured in five of the seven textbooks. Falling short of Friedan 
and Schlafly in images as well as vocabulary appearances, Gloria Steinem’s image is featured in 
three of the seven textbooks.  
In addition to basic profile headshots, many textbooks include quotes or references to 
books, articles, and speeches that these three women authored. All seven textbooks mention The 
Feminine Mystique, Betty Friedan’s work, in some capacity — whether that be just listing its 
name or including a quote from the text. Six textbooks have direct quotes from Phyllis Schlafly, 
many originating from her anti-ERA speeches. Finally, four textbooks mention Ms. Magazine, 
which Gloria Steinem founded in 1971 as a liberal feminist journal. With this frequency and 
range of mentions, these three figures from the Feminist Movement prove themselves as the 
most important, or at least, most emphasized among textbook authors and publishers. This is not 
to say that there is no mention of any other feminist leaders; for example, Shirley Chisholm, 
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Robin Morgan, and Charlotte Bunch are tertiary players in many of the textbooks, with 
mentions, quotes, and images appearing occasionally.  
 Placing such a heavy emphasis on these three women is not without consequence or 
impact. The issue with their over-emphasis is not that they were not relevant and influential 
characters in the feminist narrative, but rather that they were not the only characters in the 
narrative. Betty Friedan, Gloria Steinem, and Phyllis Schlafly are emblems of the suburban, 
middle-class, white women that dominate contemporary public conception of feminism, ignoring 
women leaders of other races, ethnicities, sexualities, and socioeconomic statuses. Focusing on 
big names who form big institutions – Friedan and NOW, Steinem and NWPC, Schlafly and the 
STOP-ERA campaign – again shows bias towards institutions as a measure of success. The 
textbooks focus on the primary contributions of these women to the movement: crediting Betty 
Friedan for catalyzing it, Gloria Steinem for propelling it forward, and Phyllis Schlafly for 
attempting to halt it. However, critical information about some of these women is omitted that 
would provide readers with a more comprehensive sense of who they were as people and as 
leaders.  
For example, in addition to the many contributions of Betty Friedan to the Feminist 
Movement, she possessed some attitudes that were initially of detriment to the movement’s 
progress. The importance of her authorship of The Feminine Mystique, founding of NOW, and 
continued advocacy throughout decades of feminist activity is indisputable. However, textbooks 
avoid what was a very relevant part of Friedan’s early activist career: homophobia. Friedan was a 
large opponent of lesbian feminism for a time, fearful of the potential stigma, drain on resources, 
and distraction that it could be to her organization, NOW.162 Friedan and NOW struggled with 
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the idea of endorsing lesbian rights, “worried that association with lesbians and lesbian rights 
groups threatened NOW’s standing as a serious and respectable political organization.” She went 
so far as to delete all references to lesbian groups from the program of the First Congress to 
Unite Women – quite ironically – and fired author and activist Rita Mae Brown from her role as 
NOW newsletter editor. 163 While her fears eventually subsided when she realized the depth of 
the contributions lesbian women had provided to the movement as a whole, there was no erasing 
the impact of her exclusionary behavior.164 Historian Rosalind Rosenberg even claims that 
“NOW never fully recovered from the tumult” that Betty Friedan caused in pushing lesbians 
away from the Feminist Movement.165 Hailing women such as Betty Friedan as champions of the 
Feminist Movement without also detailing these revealing facts about them is largely deceptive; 
if they are to be included, all of their impact on the Feminist period should be recognized.  
For different reasons, the heavy focus on Phyllis Schlafly is also misplaced in chapters on 
the feminist revival of the 1960s. In many of the textbooks, Phyllis Schlafly and the conservative 
movement which she supported occupy an entire subheading and section in a chapter of only a 
few pages on the Feminist Movement. As noted earlier, she is given almost equal or more 
attention as Betty Friedan, even though she represented the antithesis of everything the Feminist 
Movement strove for; she was an anti-abortion, anti-ERA, “pro-family” activist.166 Mentioning 
conservative opposition is necessary to capture the contestation of the Feminist Movement. It 
would be incorrect if a historian did not demonstrate that some women were ambivalent with or 
even rejected the agenda of the women’s movement. This was one of the reasons why the 
Feminist Movement did not achieve all of its goals in the end, such as passing the Equal Rights 
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Amendment. Perhaps one explanation for such an extreme emphasis on Phyllis Schlafly as a 
conservative icon is the tendency of historians and textbooks to frame history around people. It is 
likely that textbook authors employ Schlafly as a sort of embodiment and personification of this 
antifeminist rising – to put a face and a name to the conservative opposition.  
However, some textbooks detract from space they could be dedicating towards feminist 
influencers in their discussion of Schlafly. The AP text American History: Connecting with the 
Past, however, only mentions conservatism in a parenthetical during their discussion of 
pushback towards the movement: “(including many antifeminist women).” This strategy is a 
more appropriate way to approach Phyllis Schlafly and the new right in chapters on the women’s 
movement; it conveys their presence, but leaves extraneous details to be covered in later chapters 
dedicated entirely to the conservative resurgence under Reagan. Framing so much of the story of 
the Feminist Movement around the woman who attempted vehemently to shut it down detracts 
attention from the women who worked to build it up in the first place. 
Omitting Friedan, Steinem, and Schlafly entirely from textbooks is not a solution, given 
that they each contributed in meaningful and notable ways to the progression and regression of 
the Feminist Movement. However, including more representation of diversity in vocabulary, 
images, and primary sources would more accurately depict the variety of women who influenced 
the Feminist Movement. Just as Betty Friedan and Gloria Steinem were significant players in the 
world of feminism, women such as Bella Abzug, Pauli Murray, Alice Paul, Ruth Bader 
Ginsburg, Audre Lorde, Fannie Lou Hamer, and Shulamith Firestone were as well – albeit, all 
for diverging reasons. Likewise, the female leadership of the conservative movement was 
constituted of much more than Phyllis Schlafly alone; in fact, historian Annelise Orleck largely 
credits organizers Connie Marshner and Beverly LaHaye with pulling “disparate local 
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conservative women’s groups into a national political force.”167 Likewise, local, lesser-known 
women made strides in both the feminist and conservative movements, and could be highlighted 
in texts despite lacking national popularity. Historians are now recognizing and acknowledging 
the roles and achievements of a wide array of women activists in their scholarship, as opposed to 
the main three recognized by textbooks. In order to accurately reflect this scholarship, textbooks 
must do the same. In the process of doing so, however, textbook authors must be careful to avoid 
including women of color and lesbian feminists solely for the sake of claiming diversity. 
Including only one minority woman, such as textbooks tend to do with Shirley Chisholm and 
Coretta Scott King, can achieve the opposite effect: tokenizing these women rather than actually 
recognizing their contributions.  
 Most textbooks struggle to deeply grapple with the diversity of the Feminist Movement – 
and the related tension between mainstream, white feminism and multiracial and multiethnic 
feminisms. These concepts are either misrepresented, or not mentioned at all. At its core, the 
Feminist Movement was a grassroots campaign made up of women originating from many 
diverging backgrounds, races, ethnicities, socioeconomic statuses, religions, sexualities, ages, 
and more. However, many textbooks are apt to describe only one dimension of the movement: 
what historian Becky Thompson describes as “hegemonic feminism.”168 This is the popularly 
conceived version of feminism, whose main actors are white, middle-class women, a feminism 
which “deemphasizes or ignores a class and race analysis, [and] generally sees equality with men 
as the goal.”169 Contrary to these normative narratives that often appear in educational materials 
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– and even some historiography – the Feminist Movement could not have been sustained without 
the energy poured into it from each of these aforementioned groups. 
 Despite white feminists’ proclamations that “sisterhood is powerful,” most women who 
did not identify as white did not easily believe in the universal bond of sisterhood and gender 
oppression. While aforementioned mainstream white activists such as Betty Friedan and Gloria 
Steinem lobbied for legal change and wrote radical feminist publications, multiracial and 
multiethnic feminisms developed on an entirely different timeline. What is considered to be the 
beginning of the second wave in a traditional, hegemonic presentation of the narrative – the early 
1960s – is not applicable to activists who were women of color. In the early 1960s, many of 
these feminists were primarily involved with social movements that revolved around multiple 
facets of their identity, not just gender. Black women participated in the Civil Rights Movement 
and the Black Power movement to fight for racial justice.170 Chicana women fused race, class, 
and gender-based consciousness together in their roles in the Mexican-American farm workers 
movement.171 Native American women were active in the American Indian Movement, leading 
charges to reoccupy native lands and protest government mistreatment.172 While they did not 
always conceive of themselves as feminists in this capacity, these women of color were 
nonetheless practicing an activism that contributed to the overall improvement of the condition 
of all women. 
 With this in mind, when these multi-racial and multi-ethnic women were confronted with 
the possibility of joining a movement that was primarily concerned with gender, many of them 
were hesitant. In the words of historian Winifred Breines, “the universalist notion that all women 
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experienced similar oppression stemmed from both an unfamiliarity with and an insensitivity to 
differences” among women activists with different identities.173 Many women of color were 
frustrated by white women’s inability to incorporate an multi-layered understanding of class, 
race, and imperialism into their feminist ideology, as this often resulted in the neglect of their 
own overlapping identities and multiple oppressions.174 For this reason, many of the 
aforementioned groups – black, Asian, and Latina women, among others – created autonomous 
feminist organizations and coalitions that were characterized by their “international perspective, 
[their] attention to interlocking oppressions, and [their] support of coalition politics.”175 These 
organizations peaked in popularity and activism in the latter half of the 1970s and the early 
1980s – a chronology which disrupts the popular notion that the Feminist Movement began to 
taper off by the start of the 1980s. While these groups did collaborate with mainstream white 
feminists on occasion, they more often built coalitions with other feminists of color. However, 
white, antiracist, socialist women incorporated an analysis of race and class into their practices 
and thus were more successful at collaborating with black feminists.176 This is not to say that 
women of color did not participate in mainstream feminist organizations such as NOW, as many 
did choose to take part – just not the majority.  
 Given these complex relationships between white feminists and feminists of color – and 
the wide expanse of activism that addressed gender and other identities – textbooks have a 
significant task laid before them in describing the full scope of female activism within the 
Feminist Movement. Most textbooks fall short in achieving this goal. Three textbooks, American 
History: Connecting with the Past, The American Pageant, and The American Vision contain no 
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explicit in-text references to the diversity of the movement in any capacity whatsoever. Of these 
three, one mentions a group of  “multiethnic and multiracial” feminists in an image caption, and 
another features a pop-out box on Shirley Chisholm.177 This meaning, the only references to any 
sort of inter-movement diversity is in text that in both cases is set aside from the normal body, 
and in one case minimized under an image.  
Firstly, assuming that a spotlight on Shirley Chisholm is an adequate explanation of the 
breadth of minority women that constituted the movement is both incorrect and an example of 
tokenizing. While such a focused biography does confer the idea that African American women 
were involved in the Feminist Movement in some capacity, the sole focus on their identity group 
wrongly suggests that they were the only minority group that was. Likewise, the textbook 
focuses on Chisholm’s candidacy for president, insinuating that conventional political ambition 
is a metric for determining relevance. This is an institutional representation in the sense that it 
expresses that Chisholm matters and is worthy of mention primarily because she competed for 
electoral political power. Textbooks do not mention those black feminists who formed their own 
organizations or those who the government did not recognize. Secondly, relegating information 
on diversity to textbook features outside the normal flow of text automatically proves it more 
likely to be overlooked. Essential information must make its way into the primary body of text; 
textbook authors cannot always expect or rely on high school students to read the additional 
features that are often contained in chapters.  
 While these three textbooks almost entirely avoid the topic of diversity, there are trends 
in the remaining four textbooks that make some meaningful attempt at addressing the topic. 
However, they still fail at encapsulating the experience of minority women in this period of 
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social change. For example, two textbooks, Holt American Nation and America: Pathways to the 
Present, frame minority women as opposition to the white, mainstream movement. Quite 
literally, these two textbooks describe women of color and working women under a subheading 
in the text called “Opposition.” While the written content does not necessarily match this 
subtitle, sheer word association encourages students to picture non-white and other minority 
women as enemies of the Feminist Movement at large.  Holt American Nation phrases it this 
way: “many nonwhite women and working class women felt left out.”178 Likewise, America: 
Pathways to the Present claims these two same groups felt “removed from the movement.”179 
This phraseology places the issue primarily on the shoulders of marginalized women; however, 
this is not entirely the case. It was not an issue of nonwhite and working women feeling “left 
out,” but rather feeling frustrated by white women’s inability to comprehend their positionality 
as it relates to and influences their feminist activism. To only refer to marginalized women under 
the blanket term of “opposition” is to insinuate that they were in some way combative to white 
women’s efforts. This is on the whole misleading, as they strove to not tear down the mainstream 
branch of feminism, but rather cultivate their own organizations and feminist consciousness that 
would better serve their respective needs. 
 As opposed to ignoring the topic completely, one text exaggerates the collaborative spirit 
between black and white women in the feminist revival of the 1960s. United States History: 
Reconstruction to the Present touches on the diversity of women involved in the Feminist 
Movement largely as a transitional device to show the connection between the Civil Rights 
Movement and the ensuing national campaign for women’s rights. Speaking on the Civil Rights 
Movement, this text asserts, “it also brought black and white women together, strengthening their 
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shared cause.”180 Rather than bring these two groups of women together, the Civil Rights 
Movement was an awakening point for African American women that their intersectional 
experience could not be encapsulated in the Civil Rights Movement nor white feminism alone. 
Historian Winifred Breines argues that white and black women’s cooperation in civil rights 
organizations such as the Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee actually “led them to 
move toward equality on different paths” rather than bring them together.181 This racial 
separation lasted until the mid-1970s and early 1980s when radical socialist women of both races 
found they could unite in advocacy over issues such as violence against women.182 Therefore, to 
proclaim that black and white women were collective in their efforts, and very easily came 
together under the banner of feminism, is an oversimplification and blurring of the true nature of 
their relationship.  
 Finally, The Americans includes a subheading entitled “A Diverse Movement,” 
suggesting to readers that there may actually be a concerted effort at representation and 
inclusivity in the text.183 However, just the opposite occurs; nowhere under that subheading is 
any variety of identity mentioned, such as race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and sexuality. 
Rather, the “diversity” that is described is the wide array of organizations that were created as a 
result of the feminist resurgence — New York Radical Women and the National Women’s 
Political Caucus, for example. Even more concerning is that almost all of the organizations that 
are mentioned, such as NOW and Ms. Magazine, were founded by the same white women: Betty 
Friedan and Gloria Steinem, respectively. While the textbook authors may have believed 
themselves to be demonstrating the diversity of organizational opportunities for feminist women 
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in the 1960s and 1970s, they achieved just the opposite by listing organizations primarily 
established by straight, middle-class, white women. If the subtitle “A Diverse Movement” is to 
be kept in further editions of the book, time must be dedicated towards ensuring the content 
adequately matches its descriptor. 
 As evidenced above, while some textbooks make feigned and failed attempts to describe 
the diverse racial participation in the Feminist Movement, all of these texts focus on only one 
racial group: black women. While black feminism was one of the largest strands of multiracial 
feminism, it was not the only strand, nor the only strand of influence. Textbooks make no 
attempt at describing other multiracial and multiethnic feminisms and the obstacles that barred 
them from integrating into the mainstream. For example, Asian American women struggled 
participating in white feminism given the “sexist stereotypes and discriminatory treatment [they] 
encounter[ed] outside of their own communities.”184 Nonetheless, they formed their own identity 
groups, collaborated with other women of color, and “produced events spotlighting Asian 
women’s cultural and political diversity,” among other things.185 Chicanas developed a 
distinctive brand of feminism as a result of their struggle with machismo in the broader Chicano 
movement.186 Similar to Asian American women, their activism culminated in wider events such 
as the First National Chicana Conference in 1971 and popular organizations such as Hijas de 
Cuauhtemoc.187 The same was true of Native American women, Puerto Rican women, and more, 
yet textbooks mention none of these actors in the feminist narrative. If education on the history 
of feminism is to be truly all-encompassing and accurate, the full scope of feminisms must be 
 
184 Esther Ngan-Ling Chow, “The Development of Feminist Consciousness among Asian American Women,” 
Gender and Society 1, no. 3 (1987): 288. 
185 Thompson, “Multiracial Feminism,” 339. 
186 Alma M. Garcia, “The Development of Chicana Feminist Discourse, 1970-1980,” in Unequal Sisters: A 
Multicultural Reader in U.S. Women’s History, ed. Ellen Carol DuBois and Vicki L. Ruiz (New York: Routledge, 
1990), 418. 
187 Orleck, Rethinking American Women’s Activism, 104. 
 86 
discussed. Historian Annelise Orleck argues that, although acting separately, these women 
nonetheless “were affected by the rhetoric and activism of radical and mainstream feminists.”188   
Multiracial and multiethnic women can no longer be omitted because their feminism – one with 
different goals and principles – manifested itself differently than traditional, white feminism.  
 Similarly to these overlooked multiracial and multiethnic feminisms, there is no mention 
at all in any of the textbooks about lesbian feminism. Lesbian feminism was one of the newest 
and strongest sects of the Feminist Movement, as women with different sexualities finally felt 
empowered to begin publicly coming out. Lesbian feminists’ efforts helped to create a variety of 
establishments within the women’s movement: “community centers, cafés, women’s bookstores, 
women’s music festivals, feminist publishing companies, record labels, battered women’s 
shelters, feminist health clinics” and more.189 However, lesbian feminism was, much like the 
introduction of different multicultural feminisms, a large point of controversy in the movement; 
lesbians were not always well-received by a largely straight, heteronormative community of 
women, especially early on.  
Many mainstream feminists, such as Betty Friedan, were concerned that advocating for 
women’s rights in general would cause them to be perceived as a group of misandrist lesbians; 
they assumed this would be exacerbated by affiliation with actual lesbians.190 Ascribing names to 
lesbian feminists like “Lavender Menace,” these renowned feminist leaders attempted to 
minimize their voice and separate their national organizations from lesbian influence. Shining 
light on this effort to silence lesbian feminists is of the utmost importance in textbooks. Lesbian 
feminist collectives produced meaningful written work, like the writing of poet Audre Lorde, and 
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encouraged the mainstream to adopt planks and platforms that supported their cause — such as 
the plank to end discrimination against lesbians in the 1977 National Women’s Conference.191 
These were achievements that helped further the overarching goals of both the Feminist 
Movement and the Gay Liberation Movement that should be recognized.  
Whether the omission of lesbian feminism is a fault of oversight or a deliberate attempt to 
avoid the topic of homosexuality with 11th grade students, the impact of lesbian feminists should 
not be glossed over. Researcher Jeffrey Hawkins conducted a content analysis of LGBTQ 
representation in U.S. History textbooks to assess whether the experiences of the nation’s 
LGBTQ population were reflected in textbook content. With three million K-12 aged LGBTQ 
students enrolled in school in America, Hawkins advises that “classroom silence about LGBTQ 
persons speaks loudly.”192 Hawkins concludes that LGBTQ portrayal in textbooks is limited in 
scope, which leads easily into inaccurate and unrealistic information. He places the burden on 
both textbooks and teachers to fix this problem, saying:  
Those who consider themselves culturally responsive educators must take action now for 
these considerations or unfortunately LGBTQ existence will still rarely be acknowledged 
in the lessons taught or displayed in the instructional materials we count on to describe 
the world to the next generation.193 
If this research and the events of the past decade are any indication, the rights and liberties of the 
LBGTQIA+ population are still hotly contested. Therefore, context covering the plight of 
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lesbians in history, such as their role in the women’s rights campaign of the 1960s and 70s, is 
imperative.  
 Some of the more nuanced aspects of the feminist revival in the 1960s-80s are lost in 
textbooks among discussions of key figures, governmental resolutions, and opposition. One such 
thing is the organizational methods used by feminists — how they gathered, with whom, and 
what they were discussing. One of the most characteristic components of radical feminist 
collectivization was consciousness-raising sessions: conversations among groups of women that 
often led to discovery that the sexism they faced in everyday life was systemic, not 
individualized.194 This strategy was so important in the formation of many budding feminist 
organizations and the movement as a whole that most of the historical scholarship consulted for 
this study mention it in some capacity. However, textbooks struggle to capture and describe the 
ways that women, especially young, radical women, physically came together in the nascent 
stages of the movement. Two textbooks make no mention of consciousness-raising sessions at 
all. On the other hand, five textbooks allude to consciousness-raising sessions in some way, 
although not always by name. Even despite a direct mention, the true nature of these gatherings 
is misrepresented to readers. For example, Holt American Nation refers to these meetings of like-
minded women as “discussion sessions to improve their self-image.”195 In a similar way, The 
American Vision describes consciousness-raising sessions as an outlet for women to talk 
“informally about their unhappiness.”196 Notably, these two textbooks are ones that address the 
causes of the Feminist Movement through an institutional lens; it logically follows that they fail 
to represent the more decentralized organizing methods. 
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Contrary to all of these examples, consciousness-raising sessions were not times for 
women to complain freely about their unhappiness and poor self-conceptions. Rather, America: 
Pathways to the Present captures the nature of these meetings more aptly by saying they were 
“dedicated to increasing their members’ awareness of women’s situation in society.”197 
Likewise, The Americans takes it a step further by describing that the result of such meetings 
was often an understanding among the women involved of “a much larger pattern of sexism, or 
discrimination based on gender.”198 Both of these textbooks take a social history approach to 
explaining the causes of the Feminist Movement, so it logically follows that they are the most 
excelled at describing these consciousness-raising sessions. In a movement that had such broad-
based, grassroots participation from women across the nation, it’s essential that textbooks 
explain the manner in which those women originally organized. Organizations such as NOW and 
NWPC did not just crop up overnight; nor did radical feminists found newsletters, rape crisis 
hotlines, women’s studies departments, and more alone. They were the result of small groups of 
women gathering, recognizing shared discrimination, and vowing to fight it.199 Textbooks need 
to represent this progression accurately, to evidence to students how social movements actually 
ignite in the first place. 
 The two textbooks that are authorized Advanced Placement (AP) and International 
Baccalaureate (IB) texts take markedly different approaches than the remaining five textbooks in 
a variety of aspects. For example, American History: Connecting with the Past and The 
American Pageant are the only two texts where feminism itself does not warrant its own chapter. 
Rather, details on the women’s rights movement are contained within a larger narrative about the 
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tumultuous 1960s and 1970s, including topics such as the Vietnam War, student protests, and 
counterculture. By integrating the Feminist Movement into the larger trends and narrative of the 
time period, these AP texts are able to present a more sophisticated analysis of feminism’s role in 
history. Aside from form, the AP texts also distinguish themselves in terms of the depth of their 
content as well.  
 On the whole, the AP texts present a more thorough analysis of the different strands of 
feminism in their attempt to distinguish between radical feminists and the more moderate 
feminists under NOW. For example, American History: Connecting with the Past describes that 
“the new feminists were mostly younger, the vanguard of the baby-boom generation.”200 In this 
way they separate these nascent, radical feminists, influenced by the New Left and 
counterculture crusades, from the older generation that spearheaded the liberalism of NOW. This 
same textbook distinguishes younger feminists from their older counterparts as well by listing 
the radical texts they produced: Sexual Politics by Kate Millett and The Dialectic of Sex by 
Shulamith Firestone. As mentioned earlier, while most textbooks center their narrative around 
Betty Friedan’s The Feminine Mystique and Gloria Steinem’s Ms. Magazine, this AP textbook 
also asserts the importance of more left-leaning primary sources. Even further, The American 
Pageant makes a distinction between those feminists who advocated based on gender equality 
and those for gender difference. They describe the former as fighting for “full female service in 
the military” and the latter for “maternity leave and other special protections for women in the 
workplace.”201 Aside from the AP texts, only two other textbooks allude to the fact that there 
might have been differences in ideology and strategy among radical and mainstream feminists; 
however, their explanations are feeble and vague at best. The two AP textbooks speak on the fact 
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that not all feminists had the same goals nor tactics, a point that other texts for the general 11th 
grade population struggle to make.  
 In the same manner, the two AP textbooks discuss issues that feminists set out to solve 
that no other textbooks mention. American History: Connecting with the Past and The American 
Pageant are the only two textbooks to bring up violence against women as a problem that 
women spoke out about; rape, sexual abuse, wife beating, and battered women’s shelters are 
among the topics touched on in the text. One other non-AP text mentions sexual harassment, but 
the AP texts take the matter a step further by being explicit about the physical violence that was 
directed at women. The AP texts are the only two that name the word “rape” at all. Orleck argues 
the importance of intimate violence in the feminist agenda, saying “the redefinition of rape and 
domestic violence, and the subsequent legal changes and revisions of police procedure were 
perhaps the most profound of the changes wrought by radical feminism.”202 Women tackled the 
recurring plague of rape by holding speak-outs, hosting Take Back the Night events, establishing 
rape crisis hotlines, forming national organizations against rape, and so much more.203 With this 
in mind, avoiding the topic of feminists as victims of sexual assault erases the experiences of 
victims, both past and present; likewise, skimming over this subject minimizes the concerted 
efforts of feminists to find a solution. Whether the lack of information about sexual violence 
awareness in the feminist period is due to textbooks’ avoidance of “sensitive” material is not 
clear. Regardless, the topic is of too much contemporary and historical relevance to skip. The 
story of feminism cannot be told without including the story of sexual assault — how women 
fought against it, and why it wasn’t entirely eradicated in the 1970s.  
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Aside from violence against women, the AP texts also bring up lesser-known phenomena 
of the Feminist Movement: women emerging in academia, and the creation of women-owned-
and-run businesses, for example. Looking at all the aforementioned examples in conjunction, AP 
texts present a deeper insight into what feminists were actually fighting for — an understanding 
that goes beyond the basic understandings of Title IX, the ERA, and wage equity that the 
standard textbooks focus on. This being said, both AP and general texts can do a better job of 
expanding beyond a slim focus on employment and the workforce in order to bring to light issues 
of reproductive health. While every single textbook mentions the climactic 1973 Roe v. Wade 
decision, which is of the utmost relevance in understanding this time period, no texts expand 
upon the other ways in which women were fighting to regain control of their own reproductive 
health. There were other influential court cases in women’s fight for bodily autonomy: Griswold 
v. Connecticut and Eisenstadt v. Baird in gaining access to birth control.204 Likewise, women 
demanded more female health professionals, educated themselves, and wrote books about their 
own anatomy and physiology – such as Our Bodies, Ourselves by the Boston Women’s Health 
Book Collective.205 African American women and Native American women protested against 
involuntary sterilizations that overwhelmingly affected women of color.206 Women’s demands 
for reproductive autonomy were not limited to the right to abortion, and all textbooks can serve 
from including these alternative goals to demonstrate the full breadth of the reproductive 
freedom movement that occurred in the second wave.  
 Finally, AP texts differentiate themselves from normal texts in their analysis, or lack 
thereof, of the conservative resistance to feminism. Compared to the average textbook, the two 
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AP designated textbooks’ discussion of conservatism is minimal; one text only mentions anti-
feminist conservatives in a parenthetical, the other in passing within a paragraph on the ERA. 
While many textbooks have entire sections dedicated to conservative pushback, or a pop-out 
feature on Phyllis Schlafly, the AP textbooks dedicate more time to the women who were 
actually pressing for their own equality. Interestingly enough, while not even taking the time to 
name them as conservative, calling them instead “antifeminist activists,” The American Pageant 
goes out of its way to describe conservatives’ tactics as “grassroots.”207 For texts that minimize 
the role of conservatives in quelling the feminists’ efforts, the decision to describe their 
organizational tactics as “grassroots” is a curious one. It is objectively true; conservative women 
mobilized many of the same local, de-centralized strategies as their feminist counterparts – 
appealing to informal networks of parent and church associations, conducting letter writing 
campaigns, and lobbying elected officials.208 However, the decision to include this detail about 
conservatives’ organizing strategies stands out because no parallel description of feminists 
gathering methods exists in the same text. Especially considering that in current historical 
scholarship, the grassroots nature of the Feminist Movement itself is a widely accepted fact, it 
stands to wonder why an AP textbook would go out of their way to proclaim this only about 
conservatives.  
Perhaps most notably, these two supposedly “higher placement” texts are the two that 
prove the worst at describing diversity. One mentions nothing at all, and the other is that which 
only contains the words “multiethnic and multiracial” within a minimized caption. Based on their 
successes in other areas, it’s surprising that AP textbooks are not the most advanced in their 
understanding of how women of marginalized identities operated within the Feminist Movement. 
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On the whole, AP and IB U.S. History students in the 11th grade receive a markedly different 
reading experience with their textbooks: one that discusses a wider breadth of issues battled and 
inter-movement divisions, but in term diminishes content regarding women of differing identities 
and political backgrounds. This is not to say that every 11th grade U.S. History student should 
read these two AP textbooks, as their content by nature is more complex and written for a higher 
reading level than the five other texts. The solution is to adjust all of the textbooks so that they 
can reach a general population with a narrative of the second wave that is comprehensible and 
complete.   
Textbooks: Change Over Time 
Regardless of AP designation or lack thereof, each textbook examined in this study has 
been revised and released in subsequent editions after its initial publication. With new editions 
published typically every 3-5 years, textbooks have the potential to change drastically. The 
content up for consideration can be influenced by a multitude of actors in the publication 
process: the authors themselves, publishing houses, textbook review committees, state boards of 
education, and citizens at large. Updating interpretations of the past is not just a regular duty of 
the publishing company, but a social necessity for students – for even though the past does not 
change, our present condition does. As Nash frames it, revision is a historian’s duty, because 
“each generation asks new questions of the past, and finds new areas of sympathy as it re-lives 
different aspects of the experiences of its predecessors.”209 Textbook authors and those involved 
in the review and re-publication of textbooks thus have an obligation to re-assess and reflect the 
most updated and accepted historiography in the narratives they produce. As demonstrated 
previously, new histories of the Feminist Movement emerge every year, continually 
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incorporating different stories and voices into the traditional narrative of the women’s 
movement. With this in mind, it follows that textbooks should change accordingly.  
Even as early as 1977, in the throes of the Feminist Movement, textbooks dedicated space 
to American women and their activism. An advanced high school textbook published in 1977, 
The National Experience: A History of the United States since 1865, describes the progression of 
the Feminist Movement up to that point under the subtitle “Women in revolt” – including 
NOW’s Statement of Purpose and a photograph from a protest in New York City in its 
description.210 Because women activists wrote the history of their movement as they lived 
through it, textbook authors had access to historiographical material to incorporate into their 
textbooks as early as the 1970s. The very textbook mentioned here serves as evidence that U.S. 
History textbooks have been covering the Feminist Movement – albeit in brief and limited ways 
– from the time of the movement itself to current day. 
The changes that have occurred in textbooks since then speak to many things: the 
decisions and potential biases of the authors, the social forces and ideological currents at work in 
the broader publishing market and country, and the developing body of available scholarship. 
What follows is my analysis of the alterations and adjustments to the narrative of the Feminist 
Movement in one very successful textbook: The American Pageant. The first edition of The 
American Pageant was released in 1956, and to date the textbook has been published in 17 
different editions. Frequently utilized in 11th grade U.S. History classrooms as a main text – as 
well as in IB and AP classrooms – The American Pageant presents a prime case study of how 
textbook content transforms over time. In my analysis, I examine five different versions of the 
text, with publication dates spanning 1998 to 2020. In doing so, I address the influences affecting 
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textbook changes and assess the impact that additions – or the lack thereof – can have upon the 
high school reader.  
In the 1998 version of The American Pageant, the 11th edition, there is almost no mention 
of feminism or the women’s rights movement at all. Most discussion of the 1960s and 1970s 
surrounds the Vietnam War, U.S. foreign policy, and the Civil Rights and Black Power 
Movements at home. One of the only in-text allusions to women-related issues comes under a 
subheading entitled “The Cultural Upheaval of the 1960s.” In it, the authors mention the 
introduction of birth control into the market, which “made unwanted pregnancies much easier to 
avoid and sexual appetites easier to satisfy.”211 However, the text makes no connection between 
birth control and the larger fight of women in subsequent decades to achieve reproductive 
autonomy – nor do they mention that the emergence of birth control was later complimented by 
other measures, such as the legalization of abortion. Rather, the information on birth control is 
encapsulated within an overview of the burgeoning American youth counterculture.  
Feminism is only directly mentioned in a break-out box, separated from the main body of 
text, at the conclusion of that same chapter. In this tangent box, the authors pose the question 
“The Sixties: Constructive or Destructive?” and appraise a variety of historiography in attempt to 
answer that question. At the end of this mini-section, the authors refer to women’s historian Sara 
Evans, saying, “she finds the roots of modern feminism in the sexism women activists 
encountered in the civil rights and antiwar movements.”212 The entire conversation about second 
wave feminism, a movement that occupied at minimum two decades of history, is limited to one 
sentence. Contained within an isolated box and placed right before the appendix of suggested 
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readings, this marginal information on feminists could potentially even be overlooked or skipped 
by high school readers.  
In 1998, enough time had passed since the feminist period itself to allow for significant 
development of a historiography on the women’s rights movement for the authors to produce a 
significant treatment of the subject. As evidenced in the historiography section, by that point in 
time, reflections penned by participants of the Feminist Movement existed – including those by 
multiracial and multiethnic feminists –and synthetic histories were on the cusp of publication. 
While the authors of the 11th edition of The American Pageant have little excuse for an outright 
omission of this scholarship, perhaps it can be attributed to the national dialogue surrounding 
multiculturalism in the 1980s and 1990s. The authors might have been attempting to avoid 
authoring history that could be deemed too “politically correct” by the conservative right when 
they overlooked the feminists. While the explanation for the absence of feminism in the 1998 
textbook cannot be definitively determined without interviews with the authors and access to 
editorial files, we have to at least make some informed speculations about the biases and 
limitations of the authors themselves. In this way, the 11th edition of The American Pageant 
provides an intriguing starting place for my chronological analysis – for the only real option 
available to the authors moving forward was to write more.  
In addition to physical content changes, shifts in authorship also play a role in the 
development of a textbook over time. The first listed author of the 11th edition of The American 
Pageant, published in 1998, is Thomas Bailey, followed by David Kennedy and Lizabeth Cohen. 
Thomas Bailey was a diplomatic historian – one of the most traditional and male-dominated 
branches of history – and many of his personal publications center around international relations 
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and American presidents.213 Although he died in 1983, he was listed as the primary author of The 
American Pageant through the 11th edition. Perhaps this is because the content of the 11th edition 
still reflects Bailey’s vision and biases, with a focus on America’s global interactions and 
chronology framed around changing presidencies. This a viable explanation for his placement as 
lead author, as the original vision and outline of the text is likely to survive for some time even 
after the author dies.  
 Over the span of just four years, the content on the Feminist Movement expanded vastly. 
In the 12th edition of The American Pageant, published in 2002, an entire section covering the 
women’s rights movement was added, entitled “Feminist Victories and Defeats.” The section 
contains five paragraphs on the Feminist Movement, mostly concentrated on the “legislative and 
judicial victories” of the period: Title IX, the ERA, Reed v. Reed, Frontiero v. Richardson, Roe 
v. Wade being among those mentioned.214 This presents the Feminist Movement through a 
strongly institutional lens, a foundation that remained relatively constant throughout the life of 
this textbook. A separate two-page spread called “Makers of America: The Feminists” 
extrapolates upon the wave metaphor, the relation of the first wave to the second wave, and the 
more radical strand of mainstream feminism.215 Among all of these pages, there are images 
depicting women protesting the 1968 Miss America pageant, both pro-life and pro-choice 
demonstrators, a graphic interpretation of the first Women’s Rights Convention at Seneca Falls 
in 1848, and a portrait of anti-feminist Phyllis Schlafly. With just one update of The American 
Pageant, around three pages of content was added to the textbook. The 12th edition serves as an 
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example of how drastically texts can transform in a matter of years, and the possible expanse of 
content that authors can add during each revision cycle.  
 Notably, however, in the 2002 edition, the amount of material on feminism itself is 
almost equal to the information included on anti-feminism. Excluding the featured two-page 
spread, “Makers of America: The Feminists,” feminism receives three paragraphs and anti-
feminism – the term that the textbook authors employ to refer to anti-ERA, anti-abortion 
organizers – warrants two. Likewise, there is a large headshot of Phyllis Schlafly and a photo 
that depicts anti-abortion protestors accompanying the text. It would be wrong of the textbook 
authors not to point out the conservative backlash or inform readers that there were ideological 
divisions among women in the later decades of the 20th century. Recognizing contestation is 
important, but in this instance it slightly diminishes what little content is provided on the 
Feminist Movement in the first place. To rush so rapidly from the work of the feminists to their 
antagonists is to push the pace of the feminist story, and oversimplify a timeline that was not 
quite so linear. With time and in consequent editions, however, The American Pageant balances 
out this distribution of page space and attention between the feminists and their conservative 
counterparts. 
The transition from the 11th edition to the 12th edition also saw Thomas Bailey moved 
from primary author to tertiary author. In this 2002 version of The American Pageant, David 
Kennedy is the main author and Lizabeth Cohen is the second. Kennedy is an American historian 
whose work primarily focuses on the first half of the 20th century: progressivism, the two World 
Wars, and the Great Depression, among other things. His first publication, however, was a 
biography on Margaret Sanger, entitled Birth Control in America: The Career of Margaret 
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Sanger.216 Clearly, Kennedy possesses familiarity with and historical expertise in some of the 
primary issues concerning women in the 1950s and 1960s. It is perhaps fitting that the section on 
the Feminist Movement was first incorporated under his lead authorship, expanding vastly upon 
the minimal information given in the 1998 version. 
 Over eight years and across two new editions, the authors of The American Pageant only 
made changes to the images in the section covering the Feminist Movement. Published in 2010, 
the 14th edition of the textbook replaces the graphic of the Seneca Falls Convention and the 
picture of the 1968 Miss America protest that were both featured in the 2002 version on the 
“Makers of America: The Feminists” page spread. In their place, the authors include a 
photograph of Elizabeth Cady Stanton and her two sons and an image of women marching from 
Seneca Falls, New York, to Houston, Texas, for the commencement of the 1977 National 
Women’s Conference. Notably, the latter photo includes feminists of color, whereas the protest 
photo in the 2002 edition depicted solely white women. The caption that accompanies the photo 
describes the cohort as “a multiethnic and multi-racial group of women,” but also includes 
famous traditional feminists such as Betty Friedan and Bella Abzug.217 On the surface, it appears 
as though the authors exchanged the photograph in order to diversify their content on feminism – 
or at least attempt to – by incorporating women who did not fall under the blanket of white, 
middle-class feminism. However, the photo is not accompanied by any new textual information 
regarding the activism of these multiracial and multiethnic feminists, nor their role in the broader 
feminist movement. In the 14th edition and in consequent editions, the authors of The American 
 
216 Ibid., v. 
217 David M. Kennedy, Lizabeth Cohen, and Thomas Bailey, The American Pageant: A History of the American 
People, 14th ed. (Boston: Wadsworth, Cengage Learning, 2010), 1023.   
 101 
Pageant risked tokenization by solely incorporating a photo of feminists of color without textual 
explanation or extrapolation.  
In the 14th edition of the textbook, the order of the authors remained the same; however, 
the subtitle of the book was rewritten. What was The American Pageant: A History of the 
Republic in 2002 became The American Pageant: A History of the American People in 2010. 
This suggests a shift in emphasis from a political history to more of a social history, a gradual 
change that had already been taking place with Kennedy at the helm of authorship over Bailey. 
Textbook authors do assert certain intellectual and creative control over the projects, so perhaps 
the new title was the attempt of Kennedy and Cohen to reframe the historical narrative of The 
American Pageant to be less about politics and more about people. Conversely, the name change 
could be the recognition of the publisher that textbook boards are less oriented towards 
traditional diplomatic histories than they used to be. Even if this was the result of the marketing 
team at Cengage Learning altering the title of the textbook to be more marketable, it still 
suggests that there is a changing sense of who the audience for the textbook is and what content 
they are expecting it to deliver.  
 The transition from 2010 to 2016, the 14th edition to the 16th edition, was another shift in 
which the content of The American Pageant changed drastically. The images remain the same 
from the previous edition, but there are contextualizing details added to the body text that 
provide further examples and conversation about the work of both feminists and their 
conservative opposition. In terms of the latter, the anti-ERA activism of Phyllis Schlafly is 
expounded upon with two new sentences, one of them being: “grassroots antifeminist activists 
organized state-level efforts to block ratification and brought the ERA’s momentum to a halt.”218 
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This supplemental information shines a new light on how conservative women, similar to 
feminist women, strategized and gathered on a grassroots level.  
 While anti-feminism receives two more additional sentences, feminism itself gains an 
entire new paragraph in the 16th edition. This information strays away from the strictly 
institutional approach that was established in 2002 in order to highlight the achievements of 
women that were not necessarily secured through governmental and legal channels. Among 
those topics discussed are: the increase of women in major professions, the establishment of 
feminist enterprises, the liberation of female sexuality and lifestyle choices, and women’s 
advocacy surrounding domestic violence.219 This section reveals the activism of the more radical 
strand of women’s liberation, as opposed to what was in previous editions a large emphasis on 
mainstream liberal feminism. Likewise, the 2016 version incorporates a break-out box describing 
the impact of the 1977 National Women’s Conference, specifically Plank 25 which covered 
Women, Welfare, and Poverty. This is the first mention of any edition of The American Pageant 
that demonstrates feminists’ commitment to advocating for lower-class women. Likewise, a 
focus on the National Women’s Conference in Houston has the same effect as the 
aforementioned paragraph addition; it proves that women were capable of producing tangible 
results in their quest for equality without the help of major institutions. While a few sentences or 
a singular paragraph may seem minor and inconsequential as far as revisions go, space in 
textbook is at a premium. The inclusion of the details discussed above probably necessitated the 
removal of other facts somewhere else in the text, in order to prevent the book from becoming an 
unwieldy length. The authors valued this information enough to sacrifice other content – a 
decision that should not be underplayed. 
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The 16th edition of The American Pageant saw the removal of Bailey entirely from the 
list of authors. His disappearance at this point in the textbook’s history is symbolic, as the 2016 
version of the text included more information on radical feminists, grassroots activism, and 
broader contextualizing details. Kennedy and Cohen transitioned away from the originally 
diplomatic history that Bailey had used as a framework for The American Pageant, and sided 
instead with a social historical approach to guide their new editions. The textbook has 
maintained this strategy through the 17th version published in 2020, where Bailey’s name is once 
again omitted from the list of authors.   
Despite Bailey’s presence or the lack thereof, one factor has remained constant in all of 
the editions of the text examined here: Lizabeth Cohen. While she has never served as the 
primary author of the textbook, she nonetheless brings a unique perspective to the team of 
authors as a woman who lived through the second wave herself. Although she is not a women’s 
historian, her books deal with social and cultural histories that often by nature incorporate the 
stories of women – such as Making a New Deal and A Consumers’ Republic: The Politics of 
Mass Consumption in Postwar America. In this way, much of her work complements Kennedy’s 
area of expertise.220 Although on the surface many of the aforementioned changes in title and 
authorship may appear as cosmetic, contractual obligations of renewing The American Pageant, 
they also indicate deeper forces at work in the textbook revision process.  
While the 2016 version of The American Pageant is the one I reference in my content 
analysis, the 2020 version – the 17th edition – was released during the course of this research. 
With a four-year gap spanning these two publications, I expected to find a similar amount of 
transformation as I had between 1998 and 2002. However, all of the body text and the images are 
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the same between the two editions; the layout and coloring of the page is the only difference.221 
It’s undeniable that new historiography arose in the field within these four years – narratives 
which the textbook authors could have incorporated into their presentation of the Feminist 
Movement. New content doesn’t always have to be added, but what content is there can be 
constantly edited, re-framed, and re-interpreted in order to be the most up-to-date with the 
scholarship as possible. Just as the transition between the 1998 and 2002 editions demonstrated 
how much material can be added in a single revision cycle, so too the changes between the 2015 
and 2020 versions prove how little material can be altered as well. If anything, the lack of 
alterations between the 16th and 17th editions of The American Pageant serve as evidence that 
textbook authors should not stay satisfied with static historical interpretations in their textbooks. 
In order to prove their products as current, accurate, and relevant, authors must constantly morph 
their content with additions, eliminations, and edits. 
This being said, it is also important to note that textbook authors may not alter each 
chapter in a textbook during every revision cycle. There may be a rotation of chapters that they 
address, given limitations on historians’ time. A more recent update of one chapter may imply 
that revision in the next edition will focus on a previously static or neglected chapter. Likewise, 
pictures might be switched due to limited licensing on images as opposed to authors’ choice. All 
of these are important considerations to keep in mind when tracing the chronology of textbooks.  
 This analysis goes to show that in my lifetime, this bestselling history textbook has 
evolved from containing no discussion of the Feminist Movement at all to presenting a relatively 
strong depiction – compared with the other textbooks on the market. The educational realm and 
the world of historiography both demand adjustments to historical narratives over time, and the 
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multiple editions of The American Pageant are evidence that textbooks can indeed rise to the 
challenge and meet these demands. However, this same line of textbooks demonstrates that there 
is still much more work to be done.  
A New Vision for Textbooks and Standards 
 At the conclusion of this research, many questions still remain unanswered: What if 
teachers do not use standards in their classrooms and no one holds them accountable? What if 
teachers never reach the chapter on feminism in their textbooks? Given the limits on teaching 
time in the typical classroom, how can teachers ever achieve a truly comprehensive and 
progressive feminist education? It will always be near impossible to ascertain the actions of 
individual teachers – to determine the practices of each and every 11th grade U.S. History teacher 
in America. This is where the importance of standards and textbooks factors in; these are the two 
tools that every teacher in America has access to and can employ in their teaching of the 
Feminist Movement. In this way, they become the most direct route to impacting education on 
the ground level. However, it also must be stated that because of the very design of textbooks 
and standards, it is not feasible to include all information on the Feminist Movement in either 
one of these documents. That being said, even with a grand restructuring of the education system 
itself, no teachers will ever be able to claim that they included all information on any historical 
event in their classes.  
After conducting primary source research on all fifty states’ standards and seven popular 
textbooks’ presentations of the Feminist Movement, I emerge with a new understanding of the 
strengths and weaknesses of this history education for 11th grade students. I have identified the 
pedagogical trends, the discrepancies with historiography, and the biases of these two major 
instructional tools with respect to the women’s rights movement. With this body of research, I 
now present a new vision of textbooks and standards – one that moves beyond basic and distilled 
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presentations of female activism to encompass the true nature of the Feminist Movement as it 
was: controversial, diverse, passionate, at times deeply frustrating for women, but also 
unexplainably inspiring.  
Rather than formulate an entirely new curricula, or re-envision the secondary education 
system as a whole, I work within the parameters that I establish in this paper: standards and 
textbooks. In authoring an original set of standards and textbook paragraphs, I employ the typical 
format of these documents while simultaneously disrupting the traditional notion of a textbook 
excerpt or content standard. In conducting this thought experiment, I am not endorsing the use of 
textbooks and standards as the best mode of instruction in secondary tools. However, given that 
these are the most relied upon teaching guides – and are unlikely to change in the foreseeable 
future – re-designing these documents is most likely to have the greatest effect on teaching 
practices at the current moment in time. 
All standards are problematic in that they reduce complex phenomena to a few 
buzzwords. The standards analyzed in this research are so short and reductive that they’re almost 
always unsatisfactory. For this reason, I pose a reconceptualization of standards – a format that 
takes a far deeper dive into the Feminist Movement than all of the single-sentence standards that 
exist today. If standards are to be utilized as teaching tools, they need to be vastly expanded to 
include more information and directives for students – more points that teachers must cover in 
class. Especially with regards to the Feminist Movement, this means straying away from a solely 
institutional approach or a solely social history approach and striving for a mixture of the two. It 
means integrating the stories and activism of those women who are ignored in the traditional 
depiction of liberal, mainstream feminism.  
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Currently, no states author standards with this level of detail on a singular topic. 
However, for standards to be seriously utilized as and guiding documents in 11th grade U.S. 
History classrooms, they must contain this scope of information. Not all high school teachers can 
be expected to extrapolate upon single-sentence standards on the Feminist Movement – or no 
standards at all – in order to provide a comprehensive overview of the time period for their 
students. It is true that even if more expansive standards are produced, that teachers still have the 
option to not utilize them in their classrooms. However, when the standards are more thoroughly 
developed and instructive, perhaps teachers will use them in larger numbers than ever before.  
 What follows is my vision of what a comprehensive, holistic standard covering the 
Feminist Movement for 11th grade U.S. History students would look like. It outlines certain 
content mastery benchmarks while still leaving some interpretive liberty for the instructor, if they 
want to add any additional scaffolding or support in their lessons. The information present in 
these standards is the synthetic result of all of the secondary research I have conducted, and the 
layout is informed by my primary analysis of all fifty states’ standards. This is what would meet 
the average 11th grade U.S. History teacher’s eye: 
I. Students will demonstrate an understanding of the Feminist Movement that spanned the 
1960s, 70s, and 80s by… 
a. Analyzing the catalysts of the movement: 
i. Inspiration from and experience in the other concurrent social justice 
movements of the time, such as the Civil Rights Movement, Black Power 
Movement, student movement, and New Left 
ii. Frustration with constricting gender norms as voiced in texts such as 
Simone de Beauvoir’s 1949 text, The Second Sex, and Betty Friedan’s 
1963 book, The Feminine Mystique 
iii. Women’s lobbying for legal equity, as evidenced by the President’s 
Commission on the Status of Women in 1963 and Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964  
b. Evaluating the “wave” framework: 
i. How the wave metaphor was first used by feminists and consequently by 
historians 
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ii. How “second wave” feminists used the wave metaphor to both draw 
connections between and distinguish themselves from the “first wave” 
iii. How the wave framework can risk erasing certain groups from the 
narrative of feminism  
c. Describing the grassroots organizing strategies of feminists and how these 
resulted in a variety of national and local organizations 
i. Consciousness-raising (CR) groups and “the personal is political” mantra 
ii. Internal fissures due to lack of structure and decentralization 
iii. Organizations ranging from the National Organization for Women 
(NOW), to the Combahee River Collective, to the Women’s International 
Terrorist Conspiracy from Hell (WITCH) 
d. Explaining how and why a variety of strands of feminism developed, paying 
specific attention to their similarities, differences, and their interactions with one 
another: 
i. Liberal / mainstream feminism 
ii. Women’s liberation 
1. Radical feminism 
2. Socialist feminism 
3. Lesbian feminism 
iii. Multiracial and multiethnic feminism 
e. Identifying the variety of multiethnic and multiracial feminisms and describing 
each branch’s individual origin story, principles, and activist practices: 
i. Black feminists (NBFO, Combahee River Collective, Audre Lorde) 
ii. Chicana feminists (arose in part from the Mexican American Farm 
Workers Movement) 
iii. American Indian feminists (Women of All Red Nations) 
iv. Asian American feminists (Asian Sisters, Mitsuye Yamada) 
f. Explaining why multiracial and multiethnic feminisms followed a different course 
than mainstream feminism, and how their activism complicates the traditional 
feminist narrative: 
i. Focus on racism, classism, and imperialism in addition to sexism, with an 
emphasis on an international perspective and coalition politics 
ii. Willingness to collaborate with men on certain projects 
iii. Involvement in other activist endeavors in addition to feminism (i.e. 
welfare rights, reoccupation of native land, anti-sterilization efforts, civil 
rights) 
iv. Unwillingness of white women to recognize and validate their multiple 
overlapping identities as important to feminism  
g. Describing the variety of issues women battled and projects they undertook 
throughout the duration of the movement, including but not limited to: 
i. Advocacy against domestic violence and rape 
1. The creation of battered women shelters and rape crisis hotlines 
2. Marches, protests, and speak-outs – Take Back the Night events 
3. The particular threat that intimate violence posed to women of 
color 
ii. Reproductive justice and autonomy 
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1. 1960 emergence of birth control into the market, and the 
consequent court cases concerning birth control 
a. 1965 Griswold v. Connecticut 
b. 1973 Baird v. Eisenstadt 
2. The effort to legalize abortion 
a. Underground abortions preceding the 1973 legalization, 
such as the Jane Collective 
b. Legalization of abortion in 1973, Roe v. Wade  
3. Women in healthcare 
a. Emergence of more female doctors 
b. Women-run health clinics 
4. Fight against involuntary sterilizations  
a. Disproportionately impacted women of color 
5. Self-education 
a. Women educate themselves about their own anatomy 
b. Books published – such as Our Bodies, Ourselves by the 
Boston Women’s Health Collective 
iii. Women-owned businesses and enterprises 
1. Bookstores  
2. Magazines and other publications 
h. Explaining the motivations and tactics of the conservative, anti-feminist backlash, 
spearheaded by women such as Connie Marshner, Beverly LaHaye, and Phyllis 
Schlafly 
i. Downfall of the Equal Rights Amendment in 1982 
i. Analyzing the impact of the movement through a variety of lenses: 
i. Major legal victories: Equal Pay Act, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, 
Title IX, Roe v. Wade, Frontiero V. Richardson, and Reed v. Reed 
ii. Changes to societal gender norms, allowing for… 
1. More women to enter the workforce 
2. Women to enter the professional arena as doctors, lawyers, 
politicians, and professors 
3. The development of women’s history and women’s studies as new 
academic disciplines 
4. Sexual liberation and freedom for women 
5. Women to make lifestyle and role changes with confidence 
j. Drawing connections between the female activism of the time and contemporary 
issues that still exist today, answering questions like: 
i. What was the legacy of the women’s rights movement?  
ii. What issues remain unresolved today? 
iii. How did the “second wave” feminists lay a foundation for contemporary 
female activism? 
iv. What similarities and differences can you detect in the treatment of 
women then and now?  
v. Why is studying the women’s rights movement important?  
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While textbooks as a genre don’t have enough space for the degree of extrapolation I 
provide in my reconceptualization of standards, they can nonetheless be edited from their present 
condition in constructive ways. My new vision for textbooks is one that includes information on 
the strands of feminism that are ignored in most contemporary depictions of the women’s rights 
movement. Below are three original paragraphs discussing aspects of the Feminist Movement 
that readers cannot currently find in any of the leading U.S. History textbooks on the market.  
I attempt to use language similar to the level that I have detected in popular high school 
textbooks, so that the target audience still comprehends what I consider to be more complex 
content material. Likewise, the three paragraphs that follow are around the average length of 
those found in most textbooks. While this necessitates that the information still be somewhat 
distilled, these are stories and voices that are foreign to textbooks currently. In this case, any 
addition is a positive one. The subsequent paragraphs – respectively describing lesbian feminism, 
multi-racial and multi-ethnic feminism, and black feminism – warrant the space I give them and 
more in contemporary textbooks.  
Stuck between a male-dominated gay liberation movement and an 
initially homophobic feminist movement, lesbian feminists 
developed their own unique form of feminism. At first, they were 
not accepted by the mainstream; feminists like Betty Friedan 
feared the stigmatization of associating with lesbians and referred 
to them in a derogatory way as the “Lavender Menace.” At the 
Second Congress to Unite Women that took place in New York in 
1970, radical lesbian feminist Rita Mae Brown stood up and 
declared herself as part of this “Lavender Menace,” protesting the 
way lesbians had been treated in the movement. Because of the 
bravery of women like Brown, more and more feminists had the 
confidence to come out as lesbian. Many lesbian feminists believed 
that lesbianism was the solution to overcoming male supremacy 
and liberating women everywhere. Participating in lesbian feminist 
collectives, these women had a profound impact on the success of 
female-run institutions such as cafés, bookstores, health clinics, 
publishing companies, and more. 
 111 
Like lesbian feminists, many other women with marginalized 
identities did not see themselves as fitting in with the largely white, 
middle-class feminist mainstream. Multi-racial and multi-ethnic 
women focused on a variety of oppressions in their activism – 
racism, imperialism, classism, and sexism among them – whereas 
most liberal feminists focused solely on sexism. This often meant 
that white feminists did not understand the experiences of these 
other women, whose overlapping identities made them victims of 
both racism and sexism. For that reason, several different branches 
of multiracial and multiethnic feminisms developed over the 
course of the 1970s and 1960s, apart from white feminism. For 
example, Chicana feminism grew out of the Mexican American 
Farm Workers Movement, as Chicana women began to discuss the 
myth of machismo in their culture. Native American women 
advocated for the reoccupation of their lands and fought back 
against forced sterilizations. Asian American women provided 
support for victims of domestic violence and drug abuse, as well as 
for new immigrants. 
One of the most powerful strands of multiracial feminism was 
black feminism. Black feminism developed in part out of a 
frustration with the white feminist movement’s inability to 
incorporate anti-racist and anti-imperialist ideology into their 
politics. Similarly, black feminists were compelled to organize 
after experiencing sexism from both black and white men within 
the Civil Rights and Black Power movements. Groups such as the 
National Black Feminist Organization and the Combahee River 
Collective paved the way for black feminists to gather in 
increasing numbers throughout the 1970s. Black feminists 
supported reproductive autonomy and an end to involuntary 
sterilizations. African American mothers fought vehemently in the 
welfare rights movement. Black feminist activism was also 
especially focused on ending violence against women. One of the 
biggest contributions black feminists made to the movement at 
large was in literature, for example, Audre Lorde’s poetry or the 
anthology This Bridge Called My Back: Writings by Radical 
Women of Color. While white, anti-racist, socialist feminists were 
the most successful at collaborating with black feminists, white 
feminism and black feminism existed mostly on parallel lines for 
the duration of the women’s rights movement. 
There are many images frequently repeated throughout the pages of the seven most 
popular U.S. History textbooks analyzed in this research. Among the most recurrent images are 
portraits of Phyllis Schlafly, Betty Friedan, and Gloria Steinem, images of white women 
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protesting in New York City and Washington D.C., and graphs representing women’s increasing 
representation in the workforce. Attached below is an image that is not featured in any of the 
textbooks, that corresponds to the paragraph on lesbian feminism above.222 Including 
marginalized women both in-text and graphically is how textbooks can continue to adapt to the 









Adjusting textbooks and standards in this fashion is doing the work that needs to be done 
at the current moment to provide a more inclusive and thorough history of the Feminist 
Movement for 11th graders. It operates within the parameters prescribed by state boards of 
education – which mandate that teachers rely on standards and textbooks – but pushes against the 
overused and oft repeated narratives of feminism that are often found in educational materials. 
A truly liberating history education, however – one that might take shape in the future – 
would go beyond this basic standards and textbook model. It might involve teachers 
incorporating primary source documents by a variety of feminists over the course of the 1960s, 
 
222 Rita Mae Brown, “Stonewall Created a Market for Stories of Struggle,” Literary Hub, last modified June 19, 
2019, https://lithub.com/rita-mae-brown-stonewall-created-a-market-for-stories-of-struggle/.  
Figure 4: Rita Mae Brown reveals her “Lavender Menace” shirt at the Second Congress to Unite Women. 
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70s, and 80s in class, instead of a sole reliance on textbooks. It might include an application of 
contemporary feminist ideology into the history of feminism – an interpretation that utilizes new 
feminist theories and vocabulary that have emerged since the second wave. Or, such a history 
could ask students to complicate the traditional chronology of feminism itself by incorporating 
the timelines of multiracial and multiethnic feminisms into the white feminist narrative.  
 Changing feminism education is not going to solve all of the country’s problems with 
sexism, nor misunderstandings between women who interpret and practice feminism in 
contrasting ways. However, it is an invaluable place to start. As mentioned in the introduction, 
the very battles that women waged in the 1960s and 1970s – over sexual assault, abortion rights, 
representation in politics, lifestyle choices, diverse feminisms, and more – they continue to wage 
today. If our secondary education fails to teach 11th grade U.S. History students about the causes, 
course, and controversies of the Feminist Movement, then they will graduate high school 
unprepared to confront these issues once more, both in person and in politics. As historian Sara 
M. Evans explains, “The loss of historical memory would have far reaching consequences. It 
would force future generations to invent feminism as if they had no shoulders on which to 
stand.”223 16 and 17-year-olds need to know this story because it is rapidly becoming the story of 
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